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THE OLDES T &4 WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP = £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MoRrTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR.DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS xX 


xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, EC, | 

Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 

special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 

















ESTABLISHED 1836. 


FUNDS - - . - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME - + =-= = = £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - 1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 








THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wirsovur Prorirs. 

The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 
| Age | Premium | Age | Premium| Age | Premium | 
| 20 £178%,) 30 £116 %,| 40 | £2 10,9, | 

£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 


Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


Duration | 10yrs. | 20yrs. | 30yre. | 


£1,199 | £1,438 | £1,724 





Amount of Policy £2,067 


Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new Queen’s Counsel: Mr. Isaac Bapooox, Chancery Bar, 
1867; Mr. Jonn WrntersorHam Barren, Western Circuit and 
Parliamentary Bar, 1872; Mr. Asgt Jonn Ram, Oxford Circuit, 
1872; Mr. Atprep Witi1am Rowpen, Chancery Bar, 1874; 
Mr. Artuur Gzorce Rickarps, Midland Circuit and Parliamen- 
tary Bar, 1875; Mr. Freperick Nintan Roserr Larne, North- 
Eastern Circuit, 1883; Mr. Tuomas Hewrrr, Parliamentary 
Bar, Clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the City of 
London, 1884; and Lord Roser Cecit, South-Eastern Circuit, 
1887. 


Now rTuat the Government have agreed to the appointment 
of an additional judge of the Chancery Division, the question 
arises, How do they propose to carry out the appointment ? Oa 
the one hand, it has been rumoured that a special Act will be 
passed for the purpose, while on the other hand it has been 
suggested that there is no need of a special Act, because, under 
section 18 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, Her Majesty 
has power, in the events which have happened, upon an pr send 
from both Houses of Parliament representing that the state of 
business in the High Court of Justice is such as to require the 
appointment of an additional judge, to appoint one addi- 
tional judge, or if need be two additional judges, to 
any division of the High Oourt. At the date of the 
Act there were four “paid jud of the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council,” and the Act provided that on 
the death of any two of them Her Majesty might, upon an 
address from both Houses of Parliament representing that the 
state of business in the High Court of Justice was such as to 
require the appointment of an additional judge, fill up one of 
the vacancies caused by the transfer (contemplated by the same 
Act) from the High Court of Justice of three of its judges to 
the Court of Appeal. The vacancies so caused have never yet 
been filled, and all the paid judges of the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council are now dead. 








THE Two judges forming a Divisional Court differed this week, 
in the case of Nix and The Beeston Brewery Co. v. The Justices of 
Nottingham, upon a — of considerablé importance to brewers. 
Mrs. Nrx was the holder of an “off” retail beer licence in 
respect of a house of which she was a weekly tenant of the 
Beeston Brewery Co. In this house she sold beer on 
account of the brewery or singe receiving weekly wages for 
so doing. She was therefore the servant or manager of the 
brewery company. The justices refused to renew her licence,on the 
ground that by section 1 of the Beerhouse Act, 1840, itis provided 
that no licence to sell beer by retail under that Act shall be 
granted to any person who is not the “real resident holder 
and occupier” of the house in respect of which the licence 
is sought, and that she did not answer this description. On 
appeal to quarter sessions, this decision was upheld, and the 
matter was now one on further appeal, before GranrHam 
and Lawrancs, JJ. The question is by no means free from 
difficulty, and one of the learned judges came to the conclusion 
that the justices were right in their opinion that Mrs. Nrx was 
not a real resident holder and occupier within the meaning of 
the Act, while the other was in favour of allowing the appeal. 
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Now, to constitute a person a “resident” under this section 
it has been held in Reg. v. Allmay (35 J. P. 534), and 
recently in Reg. v. Justices of Manchester (ante, p. 278; 1899, 
1 Q. B. 571), that he must sleep on the premises as 
well as spend the day upon them. This requirement Mrs. Nix 
certainly satisfied. She lived in the house, she paid rates and 
rent in respect of it, and she had the sole control of it, therefore 
it cannot be denied that she was the “occupier ’”’ of the house. 
Lawrance, J., however, was of opinion that she was not the real 
“holder” of the house. It is rather hard to see why a weekly 
tenant of a house cannot be properly described as the holder of 
the house. There is nothing in the Act to say that a servant or 
manager of the owner cannot be the real holder of the premises. 
It was not disputed that she was the bond fide tenant of the brewers, 
or that she had actually paid a premium to a former tenant 
in respect of the tenancy. She therefore seems to come clearly 
within the literal meaning of the words “real resident holder 
and occupier.” On the other hand, itis probably contrary to 
the spirit of the Act that a mere manager should be considered 
within the words. The Act seems to contemplate residence and 
occupation by a person who sells beer in the house for his own 
benefit. The point is certainly an important one and should be 
definitely settled one way or the other, as probably many houses 
with off-licences are conducted on the same terms as the house 
in question. 





In THE recent case referred to above, although the judges 
did not agree on the main question, they did arrive at an 
important conclusion on a subsidiary one. They decided that 
private persons who object to the renewal of a licence by 
Justices have no right to be heard upon the hearing of an appeal 
from the decision of those justices. This is in accordance with 
the view taken by the House of Lords in Boulton v. The Justices 
of Kent (46 W. R. 114; 1897, A. 0.556). In that case Lord 
HerscueE.t stated very plainly that on public grounds every 
member of the public may object to the grant of a licence, but that an 
objector is merely in the position of one who informs the mind of the 
justices in order to help them to exercise their discretion properly. 
{f there is an appeal, such objector is no party to the proceedings, 
and cannot be ordered to pay costs in case the appeal is success- 
ful and the licence is granted in spite of the objection. The 
question has been considered by the House of Lords again quite 
recently in the case of the Mayor of Tynemouth v. The Attorney- 
General (ante, p. 531). In that case Lord Davey stated that 
in his opinion an objector has no right to be heard at quarter 
sessions or on appeal from licensing justices, and that the only 
proper respondents are the justices whose decision is appealed 
against. There is no power in the court of quarter sessions to 
award costs to any other respondent, or to make an order for 
the payment of costs against any other respondent, and 
no objector can properly be a party to the proceed- 
ings. Although, however, no objector has a right to be 
heard, the learned lord intimated that the court may hear his 
counsel as amicus curie. This is a mere matter of grace and is 
entirely in the discretion of the court. It is curious, in the light 
of this decision, to recall the large number of cases of appeals 
from licensing justices which have been heard during the last 
few years, and in whieh counsel have appeared for objectors 
without any question being raised as to their right to be heard. 
In future, unless the justices choose to be represented on such 
appeals, it looks as if the appellants’ counsel are to have it all 
their own way and to have no one but the court to refute their 
arguments. 





THE peEcision of Kexewion, J., in Ziessen v. Henderson (1899, 
1 Ch. 861) follows the principle of Kaye v. Croydon Tramways Co. 
(1898, 1 Ch. 358) in holding that a resolution passed at an 
extraordinary general meeting of a company, although passed 
by the requisite majority, is not binding on absent shareholders 
if a director has a personal interest, not disclosed by the notice 
convening the meeting, in tho subject-matter of the resolution. 
In Kaye v. Croydon Tramways Co., by a provisional agreement 
entered into for the sale of the undertaking of the defendant 
company, the purchasers, in addition to the sum payable 


by way of compensation for their loss of office. The notice 
convening the meeting by which it was proposed that this 
agreement should be confirmed was silent as to the benefit 
to be taken by the directors. It was held that the 
notice did not fairly state the purpose with which the meeting 
was summoned, and that the resolution confirming the agree- 
ment was not validly passed. The purpose, said Linney, L.J., 
“ must be stated fairly; it must not be stated so as to mislead ; 
and one of the main purposes of this agreement, so far as the 
directors care about it, is that they shall get a large sum of 
money without disclosing the fact to their shareholders. In 
Tiessen v. Henderson the interest taken by the directors was less 
direct, but the same result followed, An extraordinary meeting 
of the Violet Consolidated Gold Mining Oo. (Limited) had 
been summoned for the purpose of approving a scheme 
for the reconstruction of the company. Under the scheme 
a call on a large number of shares in the reconstructed 
company was given to the persons who had agreed to 
underwrite its debentures, and these persons included 
two of the directors in the existing company. The two directors 
consequently were interested in the scheme being carried, but 
their interest was not disclosed in the notice convening the 
meeting or in the accompanying circular which set out the details 
of the scheme. The case differed from Kaye v, Croydon 
Tramways Co. in that the interest of the directors was not a mere 
payment, but a benefit given in return for the risk of under- 
writing. But though it was a benefit accompanied with a risk, 
it was none the less—so Krexewicn, J., held—an interest which 
ought to be disclosed in order to make the resolution valid. 





ANOTHER pornt dealt with in Ziessen v. Henderson (supra) pre- 
sented a curious variation on the circumstances in Alexander v. 
Simpson (43 Oh. D. 189). The latter case established that when 
a special resolution has been passed at one extraordinary 
meeting, the confirmatory meeting must be summoned by a 
subsequent notice which states definitely that it will be held, 
and when. Thus where the original notice summoned the first 
meeting for the purpose of passing a specified resolution, and 
then proceeded to state that, if the resolution was passed, the 
confirmatory meeting would be held on a specified date, it was 
held that in regard to the second meeting the notice was condi- 
tione] and was thereforeinvalid. Shareholders would only know 
whether the meeting was to be held by information not contained 
in the notice. “The shareholder,” said Bowen, L.J., “ would only 
know that the meeting would be held in a particular contin- 
gency, that of the resolution being passed ; and the defect could 
not be cured by his subsequently acquiring notice aliunde that 
the resolutions had been passed.” In Zicssen v. Henderson the 
resolution sanctioning the reconstruction scheme referred to 
above was passed at the first meeting, but then it was desired 
to submit to the shareholders an alternative scheme. The second 
notice, accordingly, summoned an extraordinary meeting for the 
purpose of considering the alternative scheme, and proceeded to 
state that, in the event of the alternative scheme not being 
adopted, another extraordinary meeting would forthwith be 
held for the purpose of confirming the original scheme. In 
form, therefore, the notice for this last meeting was conditional, 
and it was sought to have it held bad on the authority of 
Alexander v. Simpson (supra). But, although it was left un- 
determined whether the original scheme would ever be brought 
up for confirmation, yet in effect the meetings called by the 
second notice were one meeting, which the shareholder was 
definitely informed would be held. On the ground that the 
shareholder had ample notice of what was intended to be done, 
and that there was nothing conditional to affect his mind, 
Kexewrcn, J., held that the notice was good. 





Two roms of interest were decided in Appleby v. The Horseley 
Co. (Limited) and Lovatt, an appeal under the Workmen’s Com- 
pensation Act, 1897, heard on Saturday last. The deceased 
workman (whose family claimed compensation) met his death 
through an accident occurring in the course of his employment 
by the company, who were engaged as sub-contractors to Lovatt 





for the undertaking, agreed to pay a sum to the tors 





in carrying out some alterations at the Leicester railway station. 
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For a considerable time prior to March, 1896, the deceased had | 184), saying: “I take leave to agree with Lord Lynpnunst in 
been employed by the company as a rivetter at the wages of | the opinion that if the court has this jurisdiction, it would be 


£2 10s. per week: in that month he met with an accident 
which obliged him to cease work for eleven months. In 
February, 1897, he was again employed by the company, but 
as a timekeeper and storekeeper at 30s. per week, and he 
continued to be so employed at those wages until September, 
1898, when he met with the accident which caused his death. 
The main question was as to how the compensation was to be 
assessed. ‘he first schedule to the Act (clause 1 (a) (7) ) pro- 
vides that in a case of this kind, where the accident results 
in death and there are dependants wholly dependent on the 
workman’s earnings, the compensation is to be “a sum equal to 
his earnings in the employment of the same employer during 
the three years next preceding the injury . . . and if 
the period of the workman’s employment by the said employer 
has been less than the said three years, then the amount of his 
earnings during the said three years shall be deemed to be 156 
times his average weekly earnings during the period of his 
actual employment under the said employer.” The county 
court judge found that there had been a break in the employ- 
ment of eleven months (from March, 1896, to February, 1897), 
but in applying the last paragraph of the clause he took the 
period before the break when the wages were £2 10s., and the 
subsequent period when the wages were 30s., and multiplied 
the —— weekly earnings for the two periods by 156, The 
court held that ‘“‘employment” meant “continuous employ- 
ment,” and that the original employment having altogether 
ceased, and a new employment having been entered upon, only 
the period of the new employment which ended with the fatal 
accident was to be looked at to ascertain the compensation. 
The proper amount, therefore, was 30s. multiplied by 156. The 
view of the court is undoubtedly correct ; the difficulty seems to 
have been occasioned by the use of the word “actual” in conjune- 
tion with ‘“‘employment”’ at the end of the clause; the county court 
judge attempted to interpret this expression as meaning some- 
thing different from ‘ employment” as used by itself in other 
parts of the clause ; but no such distinctive meaning can be given 
to it consistently with the reasonable interpretation of the whole 
clause, and the draftsman of the Act seems to have added the 
word ‘‘ actual” without any definite purpose. In the same case 
the question was raised as to whether a respondent to a claim 
for compensation can obtain from the county court judge an 
order, under section 4 of the Act, that another respondent shall 
indemnify him against the liability to pay tho compensation 
awarded without previously giving notice to that other respond- 
ent of the intention to claim such an indemnity. In the present 
case an order for indemnity had been made against the Horseley 
Co, at the instance of Lovatt without such notice. This ques- 
tion turned on the construction of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Rules, 1898, and was decided in favour of the company. 


THE REPORT contained in the current number of the Law 
Reports of the case of Jackson v. Normanby Brick Co, (1899, 1 
Ch. 438) has appended to it an interesting note on the manner 
in which the indirect form of mandatory injunction hitherto in 
use arose. In Lane v. Newdigate (1804, 10 Ves. 192) a suit was 
instituted with the object of compelling the defendant to repair 
the banks, stop-gates, and other works of a canal, and the bill 
asked for a decree specifically ordering the repairs to be done, 
but Lord Expon, C., doubted whether he could make a decree 
in this direct manner, though at the same time he was willing 
to attain the plaintiff's object indirectly. Referring to the stop- 
gate, he said: ‘‘The question is whether the court can specifically 
order that to be restored. I think I can direct it in terms 
that will have that effect. The injunction I shall order 
will create the necessity of restoring the stop-gate . - and 
the defendant will find it difficult, I a sechaad, to -avoid com- 
pletely repairing these works.”” Accordingly, the order as made 
enjoined the defendant against “continuing to keep the said 
canals, or the banks, gates, locks, or works of the same 
respectively out ‘of good repair, order, or condition.” In the 
note referred to above the reporter points out that Lord 
Brovenam, ©., criticized this form of injunction in Blake- 


better to exercise it directly and at once, and I will further take 
leave to add that the having recourse to a roundabout way of 
obtaining the object seems to cast a doubt upon the jurisdiction.” 
The indirect form of mandatory injunction has nevertheless 
continued down to the present time, and it was only a few weeks 
ago in Jackson v. Normanby Brick Co, that the Court of Appeal 
decided to say clearly in such an order what was intended. ‘In 
future,” said Linptzy, M.R., speaking in reference to the 
circumstances before him, “‘ it will be better for the court to say 
in plain terms what it means, and in direct terms to order the 
buildings to be pulled down and removed.” 








THE PUBLIC AUTHORITIES PROTECTION ACT, 1893. 


Ir may be doubted whether the Legislature in passing this Act 
“to generalize and amend certain statutory provisions for the 
protection of persons acting in the execution of statutory and 
other public duties” were fully cognizant of the serious inroad 
mede by it upon the control over the costs usually exercis- 
able by the judge presiding at the trial of an action. The 
general rule that, whichever party to an action is successful, the 
costs shall be in the discretion of the judge is admitted on all 
sides to bea salutary rule. In many cases it certainly enables 
substantial justice to be done by neutralizing the effect of a 
success obtained on a technical ground where the merits of the 
case require a totally different result. In actions governed by 
the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, the Legislature has 
laid down an arbitrary rule as to the costs of an unsuccessful 
action, which deprives the judge of all discretion in the matter. 
No such rule is to be gathered from the enactments in pari 
materia which are repealed and “ generalized” by the Act, 
although some of them contain provisions under which a 
successful defendant is entitled to double or treble costs. 

The Act has a wide scope; it applies to “any action, prosecu- 
tion, or other proceeding _+ against any person for any 
act done in pursuance or execution or intended execution of any 
Act of Parliament or of any public duty or authority or in 
respect of any alleged neglect or default in the execution of any 
such Act, duty, or authority.” “Person,” of course, includes 
‘‘corporation,” and the Act is —- mainly intended for the 
protection of local authorities and their officers ; but the language 
quoted seems to be wide enough to include railway companies 
and all kinds of bodies and individuals possessed of statutory or 
public powers and duties. Again, nothing can be more com- 
prehensive than the words used to describe the proceedings 
which fall within the Act—‘‘any action, prosecution, or other 
proceeding.” For several years after the Act came into 
operation the view seems to have been commonly held 
that, notwithstanding these words, the scope of the Act was 
confined to certain classes of proceedings only; actions for 
damages founded on an improper exercise of statutory powers 
were, it was thought, within the Act, while actions for an 

injunction were outside it. This view arose out of familiarity with 

the language and effect of some of the repealed enactments and 

of the decisions upon them; it ignored the different and far 

wider language of the new Act. It was, for instance, well 

known that the (now repealed) section 264 of the Public Health 

Act, 1875, did not apply to an action against a sanitary 

authority for an injunction: Flower v. Low Leyton Local Board 
(5 Ch. D. 847), Sellors v. Matlock Bath Local Board (14 Q. B. D. 

928). It was forgotten that those and many similar decisions 

turned on the necessity under the section in question for giving 

to the sanitary authority a month’s notice of the cause of action 

before the action was commenced ; if such a notice had to 

be given in cases where an injunction was the proper remedy, 

irreparable injury might ensue while the intending plaintiff 

was awaiting the expiration of the month. 

The Act had been in operation for more than four years when 

Romer, J., decided in Harrop v. Ossett Corporation (1898, 1 Ch. 

525, 46 W. R. 391) that the word “action” as used in the Act 

included all actions in the Chancery Division whether for an 

injunction alone or for an injunction and dam A similar 





more x, Glamorganshire Canal Navigation (1 My, & K., p. 


decision was given by the same learned judge in the same year 
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in Zoms vy. Clacton Urban District Council (46 W. R. 629), and 
Srrauine, J., had meanwhile taken the same view in Holford v. 
Acton Urban District Council (1898, 2 Ch. 240). Harrop v. Ossett 
Corporation came under the review of the Court of Appeal in 
Fielding v. Morley Corporation (1899, 1 Ch. 1), in which Byrnz, J., 
had followed that decision ; the Court of Appeal (Linpiezy, M.R., 
Currry, and Cottins, L.JJ., affirmed the decision appealed from 
and laid it down that the Act ‘‘ applies to all actions, including 
what used to be called ‘suits in Chancery’; it applies to 
injunction actions as well as to actions fordamages.” The court 
further held that the Act ‘‘ does not apply to appeals: nor does it 
apply to interlocutory applications: but it applies to the judgment 
in the action.” Soin Grand Junction Waterworks Co. v. Hampton 
Urban District Council (an action brought against a local 
authority to obtain a declaration that the plaintiffs were entitled 
to erect a building on their land without the consent of that 
authority) Srrrtine, J., held, on the 13th inst., that the action 
was in substance “ for an act done in pursuance or execution, or 
intended execution, of an Act of Parliament,” although the 
defendants had not actually done, but had only threatened to 
do, acts interfering with the building; the action being unsuc- 
cessful the defendants were held entitled to the benefits of the 
Act of 1893. It is therefore clear that the Act applies to many 
proceedings which were not within the repealed enactments, 
and this renders its provisions as to costs of far-reaching 
importance. One has only to turn to the cause list or the 


reports to notice in what a large number of the actions and pro- | 


ceedings in both divisions of the High Court local authorities 
and other public bodies are defending themselves against 
allegations of defaults and improper acts committed by them in 
connection with the discharge of their statutory duties. 

The provision as to costs is at least couched in clear and 
distinct language ; it is section 1 (4) of the Act—‘‘ Wherever in 
any such action a judgment is obtained by the defendant, it 
shall carry costs to be taxed as between solicitor and client.” 
Here no discretion is left to the judge ; itis not, in fact, necessary 
that, in giving judgment for the defendant or dismissing his 
action, he should give any direction as to costs: the Act itself 
is sufficient, and the defendant’s costs will be payable by the 
plaintiff, and will as of right be taxed as between solicitor and 
client: North Metropolitan Tramways Co. ¥. London County 
Council (1898, 2 Oh. 145). 


An illustration of how hardly this arbitrary rule can bear upon 
an unsuccessful plaintiff is given by the recent case of Cre v. St. 
Pancras Vestry, tried before Bruce, J. (1899, 1 Q. B. 693). The 
vestry had served upon the owner of certain premises in the 
parish a notice under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891, 
requiring him to abate a nuisance alleged to arise from a drain 
on the premises. The owner executed and paid for the works 
specified in the notice. 
was found that the supposed drain was in fact a sewer, the 
result being that the liability to abate the nuisance lay on the 
vestry and not on the owner. Meanwhile the money had been 


expended ; the vestry declined to refund it, and the action was | 


brought to recover it. The action was not, however, brought 
until six months had elapsed since the expenditure of the 
money, and it was therefore out of time under section 1 (a) 
of the Act. This technical defence was raised by the 
vestry. The merits of the case were obvious, and, as a 
matter of law, apart from the defence founded on the six 
months’ limit, the plaintiffs were clearly entitled to recover: see 
Andrews v. St. Olave’s Board of Works (1898, 1 Q. B. 775). 
But the learned judge was bound to give effect to the technical 
defence ; he held, following the clear authorities of Waterhouse v. 
Keen (4 B. & ©. 200) and Midland Railway Co. v. Withington 
Local Board (11 Q. B. D. 788), that the action was brought to 
recover money which the vestry had improperly required the 
owner to expend, “and,” he remarked, “ because the defend- 
ants, in making that improper requirement, acted, as they 
thought, under colour of their statutory powers, they are en- 
titled to the protection which the Public Authorities Protection 
Act confers.” Here was a case in which the defendants without 
merits had succeeded on a purely technical ground, and would, if 
the jndge had had any discretion in the matter, been altogether 
deprived of the costs; they were, neverthelesss, placed by the 
Act in a far better position than an ordinary defendant who had 





obtained judgment with costs upon the most meritorious defence 
possible. Such a defendant would not often, even in the 
Chancery Division, be given costs as between solicitor and client, 
though such a course is occasionally ee (Andrews v. Barnes 
(39 Ch. D. 138) ) ; in the Queen’s Bench Division he would never 
obtain such an order. Such a case as this ought not to be 
possible ; there seems to be no good reason why a judge should 
not have a discretion, in an action to which the Act of 1893 
applies, to deprive a successful defendant of his costs where 
there is good reason for so doing. But until the Act is amended 
in this respect no such discretion can be exercised. 








PAUPER COSTS. 


Unper the existing rules of the Supreme Court it is (save as 
to the Divorce Division) impossible for a solicitor to recover his 
full costs from a pauper client in respect of proceedings in the 
High Court or the Court of Appeal, even though the proceed- 
ings are successful and the costs would in the ordinary course be 





During the course of their execution it , 


payable by the losing party; but the interesting judgment 
|recently delivered by Kxexewicn, J., in te Raphael, Ex parte 
| Salomon (1899, 1 Ch. 858), shews that a different result is still 
| possible as regards proceedings in the House of Lords. The 
subject of pauper costs dates from the statute 11 Hen. 7, c. 12, 
| under which poor persons were to obtain writs free of charge, 
'and were to have assigned to them counsel and attorneys who 
‘were to “do their duties without any reward for their counsels, 
help, and business in the same.” From this enactment it would 
| seem to follow that, since the pauper’s advisers could not take any 
fees, no liability to pay such fees could be imposed on the other 
‘side inthe event of the pauper’s success. But, as appears from 
the judgments in Dooly v. Great Northern Railway Co. (4 E. & B. 
841), a different practice had grown up in the common law 
courts. ‘A practice had obtained,” said Wientman, J., “ by 
which, when the plaintiff suing « formd pauperis recovered 
more than £5, he did pay fees, both in court and to counsel, and 
to attorneys; and though when he recovered less than £5 he 
was allowed on taxation only costs out of pocket, when he 
recovered more he was allowed those fees so paid.” This was 
said in 1854, and in the previous year a rule had been made 
which had the object of bringing the practice into conformity 
with the statute. Thus, by rule 121 of the General Rules of 
Hilary Term, 1853 (see 1 E. & B., p. xxii.), it was expressly 
provided that no fees should be payable by a pauper to 
his counsel and attorney, nor in the court offices, 
of a verdict being found for the pauper exceeding £5. In 
accordance with this rule, it was held in Dooly v. Great Northern 
Railway Co. (supra) that, whatever was the amount recovered 
by a plaintiff suing ¢n formd pauperis, nothing was to be allowed 
on taxation of costs in respect of the fees to the plaintiff’s counsel 
or by way of remuneration for the services of his attorney, 
though the attorney would be allowed costs out of pocket. 

In the Court of Chancery a practice was adopted similar to 
that which previously to 1853 had obtained in the courts of 
‘common law, and, under the name of dives costs, a party suing 

in formd pauperis was entitled, if successful, to have his full costs 
allowed on taxation as against the other side. In Wallop v. War- 
burton (2 Cox Ch. Cas. 409) Lord Lovenzoroves, C., referred to 
and followed the practice in the courts of law, saying that the 
enabling a party to sue or defend in formd pauperis was only to 
enable him to bring forward his claim in a regular manner 
before the court, but that when his right was ascertained it was 
never intended that the party who disputed it should be excused 
from the costs which, according to the course of the court, he 
was liable to pay for resisting a justdemand. And the practice 
of the court in this respect was recognized and put upon the 
same ground by Lord Oorrgnnam, ©., in Rubery v. Morris 
(1 Mac. & G. 413). The party unsuccessfully opposing the claim 
of the pauper was not to profit by the fact that he was suing 
in forma pauperis, and, when he was ordered to pay costs, the 
costs were to be the ordinary costs of litigation. The rule of 
1853, already referred to as altering the practice of the common 
law courts, did not affect the Court of Chancery; and there 
| the prevailing practice was expressly sanctioned by the Oon- 
solidated Orders, it being provided by ord, 40, r, 1, that where 


y reason ~ 





e“e6 tt 


SSeS? Be ges eo ew 


“ 





Uorris 
claim 
suing 
ts, the 
ule of 
mmon 
there 
, Con- 
where 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





June 17, 1899. 


[Vol. 43.] 567__ 





costs were ordered to be paid to a party suing or defending ix 
forma pauperis, such costs should be taxed as dives costs unless 
the court should otherwise direct. 

But the view taken by the old Court of Chancery represented 
only one side of the question, The party who opposes a 
pauper’s claim gains, no doubt, in the result, if his opposition is 
unsuccessful and he is nevertheless excused from paying the 
ordinary costs of litigation. But, until the result is determined, 
it is by no means certain that it is for his advantage to have a 
pauper opponent. If he succeeds, he will be in the position of 
having an opponent against whom he can recover no costs, and 
it is a proper set-off that, if he fails, he should not be saddled 
with costs. Otherwise the issue of the litigation, so far as costs 
are concerned, must inevitably be in favour of the pauper. It 
is obvious, therefore, that the fairer practice is in 


_ accordance with the common law rule of 1853, as explained 


in Dooly v. Great Northern Railway Co. (supra), and 
this} is the uniform practice of the Supreme Court 
under the present rules, rule 27 of order 16 providing that 
whilst a person sues or defends as a pauper, no person shall 
take, or agree to take, or seek to obtain from him any fee, 
profit, or reward for the conduct of his business in the court, 
avd any person who takes, or agrees to take, or seeks to obtain 
any such fee, profit, or reward shall be guilty of a contempt of 
court.’’ Under the two preceding rules the pauper is not to be 
liable to any court fee, and the court may assign to him a 
counsel or solicitor, or both, the counsel or solicitor so assigned 
not being at liberty to refuse his assistance without giving good 
reason to the satisfaction of the court. 

By rule 31 of the same order it is further provided that costs 
ordered to be paid toa person admitted to sue or defend asa 
pauper are, unless the court otherwise directs, to be taxed as in 
other cases, and in reliance upon this rule an attempt was made 
in Carson v. Pickersgill § Sons (33 W. R. 589, 14 Q. B. D. 859) to 
shew that the earlier rules did not forbid the recovery of full 
costs by the pauper as against his unsuccessful opponent, and 
that, having regard to the uniformity of practice contemplated 
by the rules, the old practice in the Court of Chancery should 
now be adopted in all branches of the High Court. But this 
contention was rejected both in the Divisional Court and in the 
Court of Appeal, and it was held that under the existing rules 
a successful plaintiff suing i formd pauperis is entitled upon 
taxation as against the defendant to costs out of pocket only, 
and cannot be allowed anything for remuneration to his solicitor 
or for fees to counsel. The ‘‘costs out of pocket” refer, of 
course, to the expenses incurred by the solicitor, and,as explained 
by Brett, M.R., they ‘‘do not include only the items which are 
merely cash out of pocket, such as the expenses of witnesses and 
other payments ; they include also the value of the services of 
the solicitor’s clerks who are taken away from other business ; 
because these are substantially costs out of the solicitor’s 

cket.” The same principle was adopted by the House of 

ords in Johnson vy. Lindsay § Co., where it was held that on the 
taxation of the costs of a successful pauper appellant the fees of 
the House and of counsel were to be disallowed, and that the 
solicitor was to have his costs out of pocket with a reasonable 
allowance to cover office expenses, including clerks, &c. And 
the same practice prevails also in matrimonial causes. 
“Since Carson v. Pickersgill § Sons,” said Sir F, Jeune, P., 
in Richardson vy. Richardson (1895, P. 276, at p. 278, affirmed 
44 W. R. 102; 1895, P. 346), “not, I believe, because Sir 
Jamzs Hannen considered that case as more than an authority 
by analogy, the practice that a pauper should recover against 
the co-respondent only his actual and necessary costs has been 
invariable.”’ 

It is now, therefore, the universal rule alike in the Supreme 
Court and in the House of Lords that a successful pauper can, on 
taxation as against his opponent, recover only his out-of-pocket 
expenses, and with regard to proceedings in the High Court 
and in the Court of Appeal, other than in divorce matters, it 
seems that he is precluded by ord. 16, r. 27, from coming 
under any liability to his own solicitor, so that, even 
should he come into the possession of property, no 
profit costs can be recovered against him. n divorce 
cases, however, it was intimated by Sir F. Jeune in 
Richardson ¥~ Richardson (supra) that, if the solicitor was not 





assigned by the court, but was retained by the pauper, he 
would be able to sue his client on the retainer. The possibility 
of such a course in respect of proceedings in the House of 
Lords—to which also the Rules of the Supreme Court do not 
apply—has been considered by Kexewicn, J., in Re Raphael 
(supra). The case related to the costs of the appeal of the late 
Mr. Satomon to the House of Lords in the well-known one-man 
company case of Salomon vy. Salomon (45 W. R. 193; 1897, 
A. C. 22). The appellant went to the House of Lords asa 
pauper, but the result of the appeal was to restore him 
to the possession of property. His solicitor, who had 
been retained by the client himself without the inter- 
vention of the court, was debarred by the authority 
of Johnson v. Lindsay & Co. (supra) from having his profit 
costs allowed on taxation as against the opposite party, 
but he contended that his client was nevertheless liable to him 
on his retainer, and that, the client having died, the ordinary 
costs could be recovered out of his estate. To this contention 
Mr. Justice Krexewicn acceded. In the absence of any rule 
expressly governing the practice of the House of Lords, he held 
that the retainer by a pauper client was a retainer on the 
ordinary footing, and rendered the client liable to be sued by 
the solicitor, whether he was able to pay or not. In practice, of 
course, he would only be sued if he had come into property, but 
in theory his liability is not thus limited. ‘ The contract,” 
said the learned judge, “is the ordinary one—namely, 
that the client from the moment of the retainer, so 
long as the retainer holds good, is bound to pay the costs, 
although he has not in fact the means to pay.” The client is 
thus left under full liability to his solicitor, although he loses 
the ordinary right of a successful appellant to recover the costs 
from the other side. These, however, are the terms on which 
he is allowed to appeal as a pauper, and the result is no more 
than to give the solicitor a right to payment out of the property 
recovered. But having regard to the exclusion of any such 
right in the generality of proceedings in the Supreme 
Court, the decision in Je Raphael, interesting though it is, can 
have only a limited application. 








REVIEWS. 
PUBLIC HEALTH. 


THe LAw Retarine ro Prsric HEAtrH AND LocaL GovEKN- 
MENT. By the late Win~1AM CUNNINGHAM GLEN, Barrister-at- 
Law, and by the Editor of the Present Edition. TwrEitrra Epirion. 
By ALEXANDER GLEN, Barrister-at-Law. IncLtupINe THE LocaAL 
GOVERNMENT AcT, 1894, AND THE STATUTES AND ORDERS RE- 
LATING TO THE ELECTION oF Disrricr Councits, By A. F. 
JENKIN, Barrister-at-Law. Knight & Co. 


These two moderate-sized volumes include all the statutes and the 
more important of the orders now in force relating to public health 
and to the powers and duties of sanitary authorities in England. 
The mass of statute—and case—law on the subject is enormous, and 
Mr. Alexander Glen and Mr. Jenkin ree is not only solely respon- 
sible for an important part of the work, but has assisted generally in 
its preparation) are to be congratulated on the way in which they 
have performed a difficult task. A complete work embracing the 
whole of our sanitary and local government law does not, so far 
as we are aware, exist, and the present work does not attempt 
to embrace so wide a sphere; it does not, for instance, deal 
with the powers and duties of county councils except in so far 
as they bear on the sanitary law; it does, on the other hand, 
deal with parish councils, As a work on the law of public 
health the book is very complete, the cases are up to date, the notes 
are concise and accurate, and the index is adequate. We doubt if 
much advantage is gained by compressing so much into two volumes 
of this size; the result has been that, notwithstanding the use of 
somewhat flimsy paper, it has been necessary to print much valuable 
matter in type so small as seriously to try the eyesight; larger 
volumes woul have obviated this defect in an excellent work, and 
would have been equally convenient for the shelves of most law 
libraries. We are glad to notice that the tice has been followed 
of inserting the index at the end of volume: this is very con- 
venient. 
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with Special Reference to the Code of Civil Procedure, being Act 
XIV. of 1882, with all subsequent Amendments. By Huxm CHaAnp, 
M.A. Vol. I. The Bombay Education Society’s Steam Press. 


A Practical Treatise on the Law of Distress for Rent and of Things 
Damage-Feasant, with Forms and an Appendix of Statutes. By 
EDWARD BULLEN, E:q., Special Pleader. Second Edition. By Cyrin 
Dopp, Esq., Q.C., and T. J. BULLEN, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Butterworth & Co. 


The Church of England’s Position, as Appearing from Statutes, 
Articles, Canons, Rubrics, and Judicial Decisions. A Compilation for 
General Use. By J. M. Lety, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Horace 
Cox. 


The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897; with Notes and an 
Appendix containing the Rules and Regulations under the Act; the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 ; Analysis of a Scheme under the Act, 
&c. By W. Appincron Wi111s, LL.B. (Lond.), Barrister-at- Law. 
Sixth Edition. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


WALSHAW rv. MAYOR, &c., OF BRIGHOUSE. No. 1. 6th June. 


Locat GoveRNMENT—UnNsounpD Merat— Comprnsation — AWARD—JURIS- 
pICTION oF ARBITRATOR— Costs or DrreNpINGc Summons ror Penauty— 
‘SFcutt Compensation ’’—Pustic Heattu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 
55), ss. 116, 117, 308. 


Appeal from the judgment of Day, J., in favour of the plaintiff, in an 
action upon an award. ‘The plaintiff was a butcher, and had slaughtered 
an avimal in the public slaughterhouse at Brighouse, when the sanitary 
inspector seized the carcase under section 116 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, as unfit for human food, and called in the medical officer of health, 
who agreed with him, and the carcase was taken before a justice, who 
condemned it and ordered it to be destroyed. The defendants then took 
out a summons against the p'aintiff under section 117 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, the tummons stating that the carcase belonged to the 
plaintiff, and was deposited for the purpose of preparation for sale, and 
was intended for the food of man. Objection was taken that the summons 
was bad upon the ground thaf it did not state that the meat was exposed 
for cale, and the magistrates without hearing evidence upheld the objection 
and dismis:ed the summons, but made no order as to costs. No fresh 
summons was taken out. ‘The plaintiff then claimed compensation under 
eection 308 of the Public Health Act, 1875, for the damage sustained by 
reason of the exercise by the defendants of the powers of the Act, and he 
appointed an arbitratcr, and served notice of the appointment upon the 
defendants. The defendants did pot appoint an arbitrator, and the 
arbitrator appointed by the plaintiff proceeded to hear the case, the 
defendants attending the reference, and in spite of the protest of the 
defendants the arbitrator heard evidence as to the question of the sound- 
ness of the carcase. Evidence was called on both sides upon the question, 
and the arbitrator found, as facts, that the carcase had been seized and 
condemned ; that the carcase was not diseased or unsound or unwholesome 
or unfit for the food of man when the order to destroy the same was made, 
but was then sound and wholesome and fit for the food of man; and that 
the plaintiff had sustained damage by reason of the exercise of the powers as 
follows: (a) The loss of the carcase, £7 10s.; (+) expences of and incident 
to the seizure, and of and incident to defending himself in the magisterial 
proceedings, £37 ls.: (c) loss in his business which immediately and 
necessarily flowed from the seizure, condemnation, and magisterial 
proceedings, £52. He alzo directed the defendants to pay the costs of the 
reference and of the award Tre plaintiff brought an action on the award 
to recover the above amounts, when the defendants contended that the 
jurisdiction of the arbitrator was only to decide the fact and amount of 
damage, and not the question as to the soundness of the carcase, as that 
would determine te question of liability which the arbitrator had no 
juri-d‘ction to determine, and that therefore they were not concluded by 
the fiading of the arbitrator upon this point, and they tendered evidence 
to shew that the carcase was unsound. They also contended that the two 
first items of damage claimed could not be recovered. Day, J., refused to 
admit the evidence, h.lding that the matter was concluded by the finding 
of ‘he arbitrator, and gave judgment for the plaintiff for the amount 
claimed. The defendants appea'ed. By section 308 of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, *‘ where any person sustains any damage by reason of the 
exercis2 of any of the powers of this Act, in relation to any matter as to 
which he is not himself in default, full compensation shall be made to euch 
person by the loca! authority exercising such powers; and any dispute as 
to the fact of damage or amount of compensation shall be eettled by 
arbitration in manner provided by this Act.’ 

Tue Court (A. L. Swrn, Ricny, and Vavenan Writtams, L.JJ.) 
d'«miseed the appeal. 

A. L. Smirn, L.J., said that it was clear upon section 308 
and upon the decision in Brierley Hill Local Board vy. Pearsall (33 
W. R. 56; 9 App. Cas. 595) that any question of fact was 
in the province of the arbitrator, and his finding would be 
binding upon the parties. Any question of law could be raised 
in an action on the award. The arbitrator could not have found the fact 


of damage without inquiring whet*er the carcase was ‘or was not : ound. 





No doubt it followed that if the carcase was sound the plaintiff was not iu 
default, but that did not prevent the arbitrator from finding the fact. 
Therefore the learned judge was right upon that point. As regards the 
items of damage, the carcase was condemned in proceedings instituted by 
the defendants, and therefore the damage was caused by the exercise by 
the defendants of the powers of the Act. As regards the question of the 
costs, section 308 said that ‘‘ full compensation ’’ was to be made. In 
consequence of the proceedings the plaintiff had to pay in costs £37 1s., 
which he would not otherwise have had to pay. Re Bater and Mayor, 
§c., of Birkenhead (41 W. R. 513; 1893, 2 Q. B. 77) shewed that the costs 
were recoverable. 

Riesy and VaveHan Wittiams, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounset, Scott Fox, 
Q.C., VW. J. Waugh, W. Madden, and G. P. Walker ; Maemorran, Q.O., and 
T. R. D. Wright. Sotrcrrors, Walker § Rowe, for F. Walker, Halifax ; 
Williamson, Hill, § Co., for Storey §& Willans, Halifax. 

[Reported by W. F. Banrsy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


‘*THE FULHAM.’”’ No.1. 7th June. 


Suirp—Satvace—Recetver or Wreck—Derention or Sute—‘‘ SALVAGE 
Dve UNDER THIS Act’’—Mercuant Suiprine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 
60), s. 552. 


Appeal from the judgment of Barnes, J., reported in 47 W. R. 62 ; 1898, P. 
206. The action was brought by the owners of the British steamship Fu/ham 
against the receiver of wreck and collector of customs at the port of 
Plymouth to recover £60 damages for the detention of ZheFulham for two 
days. The Fulham, while on a voyage from Sulina to Dunkirk, ran short 
of fuel, and when in the English Channel about twenty miles from 
Plymouth she was taken in tow by a steam-tug and brought into 
Plymouth. At the request of the master of the tug the defendant, 
acting under section 552 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, detained Zhe 
Fulham at Plymouth for two days, when she was released upon security 
being given to the satisfaction of the defendant; and on the same day a 
writ was issued by the owners of the tug in the Admiralty Division 
claiming salvage remuneration, and a salvage award was made. The 
plaintiffs contended that section 552 only applied where the salvage 
services were rendered in saving life within section 544 or section 540, 
or where the vessel was in distress on or near the coasts of the United 
Kingdom within section 546, and that the defendant had no jurisdiction 
to detain the ship. By section 552 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, 
‘*(1) Where salvage is due to any person under this Act, the receiver shall 
(a) if the salvage is due in respect of services rendered in assisting any 
vessel], or in saving life therefrom, or in saving the cargo or apparel thereof, 
detain the vessel and cargo or apparel.’’ Barnes, J., held that the words 
in section 552, ‘‘ salvage due under this Act,’’ were not confined to cises 
where salvage was made payable by the express enactments of the Act, 
but extended to cases where salvage might become payable under the 
decree of any court having jurisdiction recognized or conferred by the Act 
to decree the payment of salvage. He accordingly held that the detention 
was — and gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiffs 
appealed. 

Pine Court (A. L. Surtu, Vaucuan Wittams, and Romer, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, holding that section 552 was general, and applied to 
all claims for salvage remuneration which could be recovered uuder the 
Act, and was not limited to the cases specified in sections 544 and 546. 
—Counset, Robson, Q.C , and J. A. Hamilton; Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and 
H Sutton, Soutcrrors, Holman, Bird void, § Co. ; Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade. 

[Reported by W. F. Jisnuy, arrister-at-Law. ] 


APPLEBY v. THE HORSELEY CO. (LIM.) AND LOVATT. No. 1. 
10th June. 


Master AND Srervantr—Emptoyers’ Lrasmrry—AccipentaL Injunies — 
Amount or OomprensaTion—Ciaim ror Inpemniry By UNDERTAKEK 
AGAINST CoNTRACTOR—WorkMEN’s Compensation Act, 1897, 3. 4; 
Sc a I., s. 1 (A) ()—Workmen’s Compensation Rvuues, 1898, 
ur. 19-23. 


These were two appeals by the Horseley Co. (Limited) from an award 
of the judge of the Leicester County Court in an arbitration under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The workman had been killed 
by an accident while he was in the employment of the Horseley Co. 
(Limited), who were sub-contractors for certain iron work under 
a contract with Henry Lovatt, who had undertaken the work 
of carrying out extensive alterations at Leicester railway station. 
The county court judge by his award ordered that the Horseley 
Co. and Henry Lovatt should pay £269 15s. to the workman’s widow 
as compensation, and should also pay her costs of the arbitration, 
and he further ordered that the Horseley Co. should indemnify Henry 
Lovatt against liability to pay the compensation and costs directed to be 
paid by the award. The first appeal was as to the amount of compensation 
to which the applicant was entitled under rection 1 (a) (i) of the first 
echedule to the Workmen’s Compensation Act. The workman had been 
for some time a riveter in the employment of the Horeeley Co. at weekly 
wages of £2 103. But on the 16th of March, 1896, he was injured by an 
accident, and was disabled from work till February, 1897, when he returned 
to work, and was employed as a timekeeper at weekly wages of 30s. The 
accident which resulted in his death happened on the 27th of September, 
1898. The county court judge found that the period of the workman’s em- 
ploy ment had been less than three years next preceding the injury by reason 
of the break of eleven months, and he assessed the compensation at £269 15s. 
by calcula'ing the average weekly earnings of the workman during the two 
periods from the 27th of September, 1895, to the 16th of March, 1896, 
and from February, 1897, to the 27th of September, 1898, and multiplying 
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that average by 156. It was contended on behalf of the Horseley Co. in 
support of the appeal that the proper amount of compensation was either 
the actual amount of the workman’s wages during the three years from 


the 27th of September, 1895, to the 27th of September, 1898—viz., £177, or 
156 times bis average weekly earnings from February, 1897, to the 27th of 
September, 1898—viz., £234. 

nE Court (A. L. Ssrn, Ricpy, and VaucHan Wiu1ams, L.JJ.) allowed 


the —. 

A. L. Smrru, L.J., said that the relationship of master and servant did 
not exist between the employers and the workman during the period from 
March, 1896, till February, 1897. There had, therefore, not m a con- 
tinuous employment for three years. In his opinion the word ‘‘employ- 
ment’’ throughout section 1 (a) (i) of the schedule meant continuous 
employment. Here the continuous employment had been from February, 
1897, to September, 1898, during which period the workman’s wages were 
30°. a week. In his opinion the proper award was 156 times that sum—viz., 
£234. 

Riepy and VaveHan Wiurams, L.JJ., concurred. 

The second appeal was against that part of the award which ordered the 
Horseley Co. to indemnify Lovatt. The Horseley Co. contended that the 
county court judge had no power to make such order for indemnity, 
inasmuch as no notice of intention to claim indemnity had been given to 
them five days before the hearing of the arbitration. They relied on rules 
19-23 of the Workmen’s Compensation Rules, 1898. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that the order for indemnity was made under 
the proviso to section 4 of the Act. The procedure with regard to obtain- 
ing such order was prescribed in the Workmen’s Compensation Rules. In 
his opinion, according to the true construction of rules 19-23, a notice of 
intention to claim indemnity was necessary, not only where a respondent 
claimed indemnity against a person not a party to the arbitration, but also 
where indemnity was sought by an undertaker against a contractor, both 
of whom were respondents to the arbitration. 

Riespy and Vaucuan Wiuiams, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsrt, UM’ Cardie ; 
McCurdy ; T. W. Chitty. Soxicrrors, Morgan, Price, § Mewburn, for Har- 
greave § Heaton, Birmingham; B. Wilkinson, for S. R. White, Leicester ; 
Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WALLER. WHITE v. SCOLES. No.2. 6th June. 


Witt—Construction—Larent AMBIGUITY—MIspESCRIPTION OF LEGATEE— 
Misnomer— Description APPLYING IN Part nut Nor witx Accuracy To 
THE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE CasE—ADMISSIBILITY or Extrinsic Evipencr 
To Suew tHe TesTator’s KNowLEDGE or THE Facts—ADMISSIBILITY OF 
Former WILis or THE TESTATOR IN WHICH THE LEGATRBE was UNAM- 
BIGUOUSLY DESIGNATED. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, 
“thaw and 47 W. R. 182), to the effect that the gift of certain legacies 
queathed by the testator’s will, and claimed by certain of the 
defendants, was too ambiguously worded to be supported, and that 
the legacies fell into the residue of the testator’s estate. O. H. 
Waller, deceased, by his will dated the 6th of July, 1896, bequeathed 
legacies out of the residue of his estate in the following terms— 
viz., ‘* to such of the daughters of my late friend Ignatius Scoles, deceased, 
as shall be living and unmarried at my decease, legacies of one hundred 
pounds each.’? The residue was then to be divided equally between the 
tollowing four charities: the British Home for Incurabies, the Orphan 
Hospital, Edinburgh, the National Lifeboat Institution, and the London 
Female Preventive and Reformatory Institution, of which the first named 
-was made one of the defendants, the other three consenting to be bound 
by any order made. ‘The direction of the court was required because 
there were no legatees answering to the description given in the will. One 
Ignatius Scoles, a friend of the testator, survived him, and for thirty years 
prior to hisown death was a priest in the Roman Church, and was never 
married. Ignatius Scoles had seven sisters, also the children of one Joseph 
John Scoles, an architect, who died in 1868. Five cf these sisters were 
unmarried at the death of the testator, and were made defendants to the 
summons. ‘They claimed to be entitled to the several legacies of £100 
under the will, and contended that the obvious mistake of the testator 
ought to be rectified by the court in the light of evidence adduced. That 
evidence was extrinsic and consisted principally of a series of three earlier 
wills of the testator, dated respectively the 20th of March, 1893, the 13th 
of November, 18%, and the 1st of January, 1896. By the first of these 
the testator had bequeathed ‘‘for the six daughters of the late Mr. 
Scoles, architect, who formerly resided at Crofton Lodge, Hammersmith— 
namely, Mrs. Annie James, and Misses Lilian, Caroline, Emily, Catherine, 
and Octavia Scoles, the sum of £1,000 in equal shares”’ ; by the second “ to 
such of the daughters of my late friend Ignatius Scoles, deceased, as shall 
turvive, a legacy of £100 each’’; and the third will contained the same 
words as the second. The five female defendants wished to rely on there 
earlier wills to shew that the testator had intended to benefit the daughters 
of Joseph John Scoles, and had inserted the name ‘ Ignatius Scoles ” only 
by mistake. Kekewich, J., admitted the evidence tendered, but decided 
that the legacies were not effectually given to the daughters of Joseph 
John —* and declared that they fell into the residue, The five daughters 
appealed. 
HE Court (Linney, M.R., Right Hon. Sir F. H. Jeune, and Romer, 
L.J.) allowed the appeal 
Linpiey, M.R., said: I cannot bring my mind to entertain any doubt 
about this case. I have not the slightest doubt about the true construction 
and <fiect of this will. ‘There is really no room for doubt about the 
Meaning of the language used, which seems to me plain enough. The 





testator has given a legacy to ‘‘ the daughters of my late friend Ignatius 
Scoles, deceased, as shall be living and unmarried at my decease.”” Now, 
it so happens that there was at the date of the will no } scocam answering 
the description of ‘‘my late friend Ignatius Scoles, deceased.” The 
testator had a friend or acquaintance named Ignatius Scoles, but that 
friend was not ‘‘late,’’ but living; had no daughters, because he was a 
bachelor; and could not very well have any, becaure he was a Roman 
Catholic priest. So when you come to try to apply that description 
‘“*My late friend Ignatius Scoles,” you find that there was no man 
whom it really fitted. What, then, is to be done? Are we to cast 
avout and see who was known to this testator whose name could have 
been mistaken and called Ignatius? The difficulty caused by the 
introduction of the name Ignatius sets you upon inquiry. There wasa 
gentleman named Scoles—Joseph John Scoles—the father of Ignatius 
Scoles. Joseph John Scoles had a number of daughters. This te-tator 
had been placed, shortly after the death of the father Scoles, with his 
widow and family, and had lived with them until his death. They were 
Roman Catholics, and the testator knew of the existence of daughters of 
the late Scoles (the father of Ignatius). Apparently Scoles the father 
was a friend of the testator. The evidence is not very explicit on that 
point; but at all events it seems that Scoles the father might not 
unnaturally be described by the testator as his ‘‘late friend Scoles’’ 
(though not named Ignatius), who was deceased. The testator has shewn 
by former wills that he not only knew of the existence of those daughters, 
but knew who their father was. In one of those former wills—all of which 
are perfectly legitimate evidence of his knowledge and state of mind, though 
not of his intentions—we find that he described them not as daughters of 
Ignatius, but by a correct description as daughters of an architect 
who was deceased, but who had formerly lived at Crofton Lodge, 
Hammersmith. Now, the question is, are we to say that because there is 
no person (and never was any person) who answers completely to the 
description, ‘‘ daughters of my late friend Ignatius Scoles,’’ we cannot by 
legitimate methods find out who the intended legatees were? The intro- 
duction of that evidence is legitimate, not to shew what was the te-tator’s 
intention, but to shew what he knew of the state of the Scoles family. I 
have not the slightest doubt myself that, according to the authorities, and 
according also to common-sense, which is often worth quite as much, when 
you find a description which will not accurately apply to anybody, and you 
are placed in the position of having either to say that it means nothing 
or to find to whom it was probably meant to apply, you ought to admit 
evidence of the testator’s knowledge to assist you in finding out what he 
meant. I think, therefore, that the decision of the learned judge in the 
court below was wrong owing to too much caution. Because he cannot 
find anyone named Ignatius Scoles who can be meant, he calls it guessing 
to put in the name of Joseph John instead. I do not think it is guessing 
at all, and moreover I do not care whether the actual name Joseph John is 
assumed to be in the will or not. The appeal, therefore, must be allowed. 

Sir F. H. Jewnr said: I entirely agree with the judgment just delivered 
by the Master of the Rolls. It appears to me that this is a very simple 
case ; and, indeed, I am surprised that it is not still more simple, because I 
should have thought it an extremely likely thing that the persons interested 
would apply to the Probate Court on granting probate to leave out the 
word “Ignatius.” If that had been done, I am very much inclined to 
think that that application would have been successful, and that the word 
‘** Tgnatius ’”? would have been left out as having been inserted by mistake. 
Then the gift in the will would have run “daughters of my late 
friend Scoles,’’ and there could not in the circumstances have been any 
dispute about the meaning of that. But even as the matter stands it 
appears to me that this case is clear. The evidence which has been let in 
was admitted in accordance with the very well known principle of law 
that when you have to construe a document you are entitled to look at 
the surrounding facts. Then, when you look, as you are entitled to do, 
at the surrounding facts, you find that there is no class of persons in 
existence who could have been correctly described as ‘‘ the daughters of 
my late friend Ignatius Scoles.’’ Such a class of persons does not exist. 
But you find that there is a class of persons consisting of the daughters of 
Joseph John Scoles, and that Joseph John Scoles was, or may have been, 
properly described as the “late friend’ of the testator. Those daughters, 
at any rate, are persons whom the testator knew and regarded in at least 
a friendly spirit; and, having regard to those facts, I think there is no 
difficulty in applying the description, though it is an inaccurate descrip- 
tion, to the daughters of Joseph John Scoles. 

Romer, L.J., concurred.—Covnsgt, P. F. 8. Stokes ; D. Stewart Smith ; 
G. W. Brabant. Sourtcrrors, A. C. Scoles ; Devonshire, Monkland, Davies, 
&§ Sanders ; Caprons, Hitchins, Brabant, § Hitchins. 


[Revorted by R. C. Macxsgyzie, Barrister-at-Law.! 


EARL OF WESTMORELAND r. THE NEW SHARLSTON COLLIERIES 
CO. (LIM.) No. 2. 8th June. 


Mine — Minera, —Comrensation ror Insuny to Surrack —Ricur to 
Surroxt—Cov ENANTS BY GRANTEE. 

This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. The plaintiff was 
tenant for life of estates iu the West Riding of Yorkshire under the will of 
the late Countess of Westmoreland. The defendants were colliery owners 
and lessees of two seams of coal from Crossley Bros. (Limited), who were 
grantees of minerals from the late countess by deed made in 1865. The 
object of the action was to restrain the working of the coal so as to let 
down the surface. The upper seams had been worked previously to the 
grant, and the defendants were working two deep seams. There was 
evidence that some subsidence had occurred before action was brought in 
consequence of the defendants’ working. The defendants admitted that a 
lease of minerals did not of itself give a right to let down the surface, but 
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they contended that the covenants on the part of the grantees, and in 
particular a covenant to make compensation, were sufficient to imply a 
right to work in a proper manner, even if subsidence was the result. 
North, J., held that the case was indistinguishable from Davis v. Treharne 
29 W. R. 869, 6 App. Cas. 460), and granted the injunction asked for. 


he defendants appealed. 
Tue Court (Linpuey, M.R., Jevnz, P., and Romer, L.J.) dismissed the 


— 

NDLEY, M.R.—I do not think any of us can eee our way out of the 
case as decided by North, J. I-use that form of expression because until 
Davis v. Treharne settled the law there was a great deal of doubt on the 
subject, and I understand that the House of Lords in that case removed 
this doubt, that a clause entitling a man to compensation for injury to the 
surface did not make it necessary for him to reserve a right to support, 
but that he had such a right unless there was something in the grant 
inconsistent with that right. They might have decided it the other way so 
far as the authorities then went, but they did decide it that way, and 
taking that as a test, and it is a rigid test, [do not see how we can differ 
from North, J. 

Jevnz, P., and Romer, L.J., agreed.—Covnsen, Warmington, Q.C., 
Strahan, Q.C., and Leigh Clare; Phipson Beale, Q.C., Swinfen Eady, Q.C., 
and Roskill. Souicrrors, Debenham § Walker, for Wainwright, Mason, § 
Fernandez, Wakefield ; Horne § Francis. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinuixe, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
GRAND JUNCTION WATERWORKS CO. v. HAMPTON URBAN DISTRICT 
COUNCIL. Stirling, J. 13th June. 


Locat GoverNmMent—Practice—Action Agatnst Corrorarion—AcrTIoN 
ron Dectaration—Pveiic AvTHonrities Prorection Act, 1893 (56 & 57 
Vier. c. 61), s. 1 (s). 

This was a summons to review taxation. The defendants had brought 
an action against the plaintiffs asking for a declaration that they were 
entitled to erect an engine-house and any other buildings they might 
think fit upon a piece of land purchased by them at Upper Sunbury-road, 
Hampton, within the defendants’ district, without the consent of the 
defendants, which action was dismissed with costs (see 42 Soxicrrors’ 
JovRNAL, 571) on the ground that the matter could be more satisfactorily 
decided by the Hampton mdgistrates, before whom the matter had come on 
a summons issued by the defendants for a penalty for an infringement of 
the building line under the Public Health (Buildings and Streets) Act, 
1888. The defendants claimed that they were entitled to receive from the 
plaintiffs their costs as between solicitor and client, as provided for in 
section 16 of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1861, which enacts 
that ‘‘ where, after the commencement of this Act, any action, prosecution, 
or other proceeding is commenced in the United Kingdom against any 
person for any act done in pursuance or execution, orintended execution of 
any Act of Parliament, or of any public duty or authority, or in respect 
of any alleged neglect or default in the execution of any such act, duty, or 
authority, the following provisions shall have effect . . . (4) Wherever in 
any such action a judgment is obtained by the defendant, it shall carry 
costs as between solicitor and client.’? The master refused to allow the 
defendants their costs as between solicitor and client. The defendants 
contended that this was an action within the section, and relied upon 
Toms v. Clacton Urban District Council (14 Times L. R. 474), Harrop v. Mayor 
of Ossett (1898, 1 Ch. 525), and Fielding v. Morley Corporation (1899, 1 Ch. 1). 
The plaintiffs replied that the action was brought for a declaration of right 
and not for any act done within the meaning of the statute. 

Sriirxc, J., said: This is in substance an action commenced against 
the local authority in restraint of an act ‘‘done in execution or intended 
execution of an Act of Parliament.’’ It was said that because the action 
claimed simply a declaration of right it was not an action brought for 
some act of the defendants. So to decide would be shutting one’s eyes to 
the facts of thecase. The action was not brought to decide an abstract 
question, it was brought to decide whether the defendants would be right 
or wrong if they carried out their threats and took proceedings before the 
proper tribunal. In my opinion the case falls within the provisions of the 
section and the defendants are entitled to their costs as between solicitor 
and client.—CounsrL, Courthope Munroe and Leese ; R. C. Glen. Soxtcrrors, 
Kent § Son; Bircham § Co. 

[Reported by J. F. Isexiy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


OXFORD AND CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITIES v. GILL. Cozens-Hardy, J. 
13th June. 
Copyricut—IsrrincemMeNt—Revisep Version or New Tesramenr— 
Scnoot Boox Pvusiisuinc Unavtuorizep Extracts 1x Marcin — 

Mexitorniovs Motive in Punsiisuine. 

The plaintiffs in this case were the Chancellor, Masters, and Scholars of 
the University of Oxford and the Chancellor, Masters, and Scholars of the 
University of Cambridge, and the universities were suing as corporations 
under the statute 15 Eliz. c. 29, and were joined together to protect their 
joint property in the copyright of the revised ver-ion of the New Testa- 
ment as registered proprietors of the copyright under section 16 of the 
Copyright Act, 1842. The book was entered in the registry book of the 
Stationers’ Company under the title of ‘‘The New Testament of Our 
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. Translated out of the Greek, being the 
version set forth a.v. 1611 compared with the most ancient authorities and 
revised a.p. 1881.’’ The defendants were printers and publishers carry- 








ing on business at 13, Warwick-lane, E.C., and had, without the 
consent of the plaintiffs—and as they alleged wrongfully—printed, 
published, and sold, in infringement of the plaintiffs’ copyright, a book 
called ‘‘The School and College St. Luke,’’ by the Rev. F. Marshall, 
M.A., and a book called ‘‘ Gill’s Oxford and Cambridge Acts of the 
Apostles,’’ by the Rev. F. Marshall, M.A. These books contained copious 
and unauthorized extracts or passages from the revised version, and the 
plaintiffs claimed an injunction to restrain the further publication of the 
defendants’ two books and an account of profits and other incidental relief. 
The defendants denied that their books contained any unauthorized 
extracts or in any way constituted infringements of the plaintiffs’ copy- 
right. 

_ J.—In this case the plaintiffs seek an injunction to 
restrain the defendants from infringing their copyright in the Revised 
Version of the New Testament. The title of the plaintiffs to the copy- 
right is not challenged, and the only question is, aye or nay, Has there 
been an infringement? In order to answer that question it is necessary to 
carefully examine the two books in question—the revised edition itself 
and the defendants’ books—the Gospel of St. Luke and the Acts of 
the Apostles. What is the work of which the plaintiffs claim 
copyright? It is a revision of the authorised version of 1611, and, 
it is not disputed, the result of labours extending over many years. The 
defendants have printed and published books which seem to me to be 
probably very useful, and which in certain points of view are very 
meritorious, but their object, which they avow with frankness and clear- 
ness, is to shew, on the face of the books themselves, all the material 
alterations, or emendations, in the ‘‘ revised version.’’ I take the Gospel 
of St. Luke, and I find the authorised version of 1611 and in italics every 
single sentence, or part of a sentence in which, in the opinion of the 
editor, the revisers have made alterations of any importance. In other 
words, there is a most careful compilation of everything distinctive, 
important, or material in the revised version. I am asked to say 
there is no infringement for two reasons—first, because the revised 
version is not put by way of interlineation as in the publication of 
1888, but put in the margin. All I can say is, that it entirely passes 
my understanding to appreciate this argument. Ifitis wrong to copy 
the revised version immediately underneath the old version, surely it is 
equally wrong to give it in the margin, and m a form expressly designed to 
enable persons to see and appreciate the important points, as to which the 
revisers have made material alteration. Then it was said that the defen- 
dants did not desire to interfere with the rights of the universities as to 
the revised edition, and that their only object was to produce a work to 
assist schoolboys who were required or expected to know something of the 
old version and the revised version, and I am asked to hold that the object 
of the defendants’ books was such as to exempt them from any responsi- 
bility, even though they had taken all the material points of the revised 
version. No authority has been brought to my attention which in any 
way supports that contention. In the plainest language the Act of 
Parliament gave the plaintiffs a copyright and the exclusive right of 
printing and publishing. The motive of the defendants in print- 
ing and publishing seems to me to be wholly immaterial. It 
makes no difference that their object was not commercial or to compete 
with the plaintiffs in the way of trade, but was to disseminate, it may be, 
gratuitously, information among the personsmentioned. The only question 
here is whether there has been an infringement. I can only answer that 
question by looking at the documents. I have looked at them, and my 


only answer must be in the affirmative. Here is a set purpose—I will - 


assume without any intention of doing wrong—a deliberate and set 
purpose of extracting from the revised version and putting into their own 
works every single alteration in the revised version of any importance. If 
that is not an infringement of copyright I do not understand what is. I 
do not think it necessary to consider the various authorities cited, because 
I am of opinion that it is clearly made out that there has been an infringe- 
ment of the plaintiffs’ copyright, and therefore I must grant the injunction 
asked for.—Counset, Birrell, Q.C., and Ingpen; Eve, Q.C., and A. a B. 
Terrell. Soxicrrors, Freshfields § Williams ; T. Lamartine Yates. 
[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law. |! 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Div. Cowt. 
1st June. 


Ixntanp Revenue—Income Tax, Scuepute D—Loans ny Lonpon Covunry 
Councix—Divipenps oN Consommpatep Strock—Cusroms anp INLAND 
Revencve Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vier. c. 8), s. 24 (3). 

This was an information by the Attorney-General praying for an order 
against the London County Council for the payment of certain sums of 
money in respect of income tax. Under the Metropolitan Board of 
Works (Loans) Act, 1869, the defendants have authority to raise 
money by borrowing, and for such purpose to create consolidated 
stock, and in order to pay the dividends og and to redeem such 
stock they are empowered to assess and raise a rate called the Con- 
solidated Rate. By the said Act and subsequent Acts the defendants 
are empowered to lend to divers local authorities sums of money, 
and it is directed that the interest paid and the principal repaid by the local 
authorities shall be carried to the Metropolitan Consolidated Loans Fund. 
By the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 8), it is 
enacted, section 24 (3): ‘* Upon payment of any interestof money or annuities 
charged with income tax under Schedule D, and not payable, or not wholly 
payable, out of profits or gains brought into charge to such tax, the 
person by or through whom such interest or annuities shall be paid shall 
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deduct thereout the rate of income tax in force at the time of such 
yment, and shall forthwith render an account to the Commissioners of 
nland Revenue of the amount so deducted, or of the amount deducted out 
of so much of the interest or annuities as is not paid out of profits or gains 
brought into charge, as the case may be; and such amount shall be a debt 
from such person to Her Majesty, and recoverable as such accordingly ; 
and the provision contained in section eight of the Act of the thirteenth 
and fourteenth years of Her Majesty’s reign, chapter 97, now in force in 
relation to money in the hands of any ge a for legacy duty, shall apply 
to money deducted by any person in respect of income tax.” The 
defendant county council from time to time raised large sums in 
accordance with the provisions of the aforesaid Acts. They also lent 
large sums to local authorities, the interest on which and parts of 
principal repaid are payable into the eaid consolidated loans fund. 
The total sum paid by the defendant council by way of dividends and 
interest on loans made to the said council during the year, the 1st of April, 
1897, to the 3lst of March, 1898 (inclusive), was £1,142,884 6s. 9d., the 
income tax on which under Schedule D of the Income Tax Acts at 8d. in 
the £ amounts to the sum of £38,096 23. 10d. The council in paying the 
said dividends deducted and retained the income tax payable thereon 
under the said Schedule D except in the cases where the recipients of the 
dividends were exempt from payment of the said income tax. ‘The total 
tax not deducted during the said year was the sum of £1,424 11s. 9d. 
leaving consequently the sum of £36,671 11s. 1d. as and being the sum 
which the defendant council had deducted and retained as and for income 
tax under Schedule D payable on the dividends due to the holders of the 
stock created as aforesaid. The defendants paid to Her Majesty the sums 
of £8,490 6s. 8d. and £8,217 15s. 2d. on the 23rd of December, 1897, and 
the 27th of July, 1898, respectively, thus leaving a balance of £19,963 9s. 3d. 
unpaid. During the half-year the Ist of April, 1898, to the 30th of September, 
1898, inclusive, the council paid by way of dividends and interest on 
loans the sum of £587,055 3s, 8d., the income tax on which, under Schedule 
D of the Income Tax Acts, at 8d. in the £ amounted to 
£19,568 10s. 1d. In paying the said dividends the council deducted and 
retained the said income tax, except in cases where the recipients of the 
dividends are «xempt from-the payment of the said income tax. The total 
tax not deducted in the said half-year was the sum of £721 12s. 6d., 
leaving consequently the sum of £18,846 17s. 7d. as and being 
the sum which the defendant council deducted and retained as 
and for income tax under Schedule D payable on the dividends 
due to the holders of the stock created as aforesaid. The defen- 
dants paid to Her Majesty the sum of £7,811 13s. 11d on the 7th of 
December, 1898, and thus leaving a balance of £11,035 3s. 8d. unpaid. 
It was alleged by the information that the consolidated loans fund had 
ouly one constituent portion which was chargeable to the income tax 
under Schedule D of the Income Tax Acts—viz., the said interest paid to 
the defendant council by local authorities on the loans made to them and 
no other constituent so chargeable, and that such consolidated loans fund 
was by law applicable in the first place to the payment of dividends on 
consolidated stock and loans to the defendant council and then in purchas- 
ing and redeeming consolidated stock, and the payment of the other 
matters enumerated in section 15 of the said Act of 1889; that a rateable 
proportion only and no more of the said interest payable by the said 
local authorities was applicable to the payment of dividends on the con- 
solidated stock and loans to the defendant council ; and that, therefore, 
no part of the dividends paid by the defendant council, excepting only 
an amount thereof equal to the said rateable proportion of the said 
interest, was payable out of profits or gains brought into charge to the 
income tax under Schedule D, and that the defendant council ought to 
have deducted and accounted to Her Majesty for the whole of the income 


the said rateable proportion of the said interest. 

Tue Covrr (Day and Lawrancz, JJ.), in giving judgment for the 
Crown, said that the contention of the Attorney-General was right, and 
that it was abundantly clear that section 24 (3) of the Act of 1888 referred 
to moneys collected for income tax under Schedule D and to no others. 
Schedule A could not be called in aid on behalf of the defendants. They 
were merely entitled to deduct income tax upon property which had been 
made liable to income tax under Schedule D and not under Schedule A. 
They were therefore bound to account to the Crown as alleged in the 
information.—CovunszL, Sir R. EF. Webster, A.G., and Danckwerts; Sir E. 
Clarke, Q.C., Bosanquet, Q.C., and W. C. Ryde. Soxicrrors, Solicitor to 
Inland Revenue ; W. A. Blaxland. . 


{Reported by E. G. StittweE xt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


8ST, MARGARET’S AND ST. JOHN’S VESTRIES v. HOSKINS. Div. 
Court. 13th June. 

MetrovoniraAn Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), ss. 75, 241— 
Property Vestep 1s Servant or tue Crown ror Crown Pvrrosrs— 
Premises vor THE Use or VoLunteers ExciustveLy—BasemMent Betow 
Lever, or Mary Sewer—Orper To Re-constrectr so Tuat tue Lowest 
Fioor Covip Draw nro Sewer—Votventeer Act, 1863 (26 & 27 Vicr. 
c. 65), 8. 26. 


Special case stated by a Metropolitan stipendiary magistrate upon a 
summons taken out on behalf of the appellants, the united vestries for the 
two parishes, alleging that the respondent, I’. C. Hoskins, a builder, did 
on the Ist of March, 1899, at 13, Tufton-street, neglect to comply with 
the order of the vestry ordering that the lowest floor of the building in 
course of construction should be kept at such a level as would allow it to 
be drained into the public sewer. The premises were to be used as an 
armoury, store-house, and drill-hall by the 2nd Volunteer Battalion of the 


commanding officer, and were intended for the use of the corps 
only. The basement or lowest floor, a long cellar running under 
the building, was, as now constructed, beneath the level of the 
main sewer, and therefore could not be drained into the sewer. 
The magistrate held that the premises being exclusively for 
military purposes did not come within the provisions of the Metro- 
politan Management Act, 1855, and intimated that he saw no reason = 
this basement should require to be drained at all. The vestries appealed, 
contending that volunteer buildings did not belong to the Crown and that 
the exemptions given to Crown property from compliance with Acts relating 
to the drainage of Metropolitan buildings contained in section 241 of the 
Metropolitan Management Act, 1855, and section 110 of the Amendment 
Act of 1862, did not apply. In support of the magistrate’s decision it was 
submitted that pro vested in a servant of the Crown for the purposes 
of the Crown came within the exemption of buildings employed for Her 
Majesty’s service, and Pearson v. Holborn Assessment Committee (1893, 1 Q. B. 
389) and Jay v. Hammond (27 L. J. M. C. 25) were cited. The Crown was 
never bound by an Act of Parliament unless it was so expressly laid down 
by the Act. If an order was drawn up in favour of the vestries they would 
have power under the Acts to enter and demolish the rem 
Tue Covrr (Grantnam and Lawrance, JJ.) held that a building erected 
for the use of volunteers was not on the same footing as property belonging 
to the militia or regular forces, which became the property of Her Majesty 
held in right of the Crown. On this narrow ground the matter must go 
back to the magistrate, but they thought it was not a case that the is- 
trate need necessarily e any orderin. Case accordingly remitted.— 
CounseL, Danckwerts; Avory. Soxtcrroxs, Perey Gates ; Mackerell, Maton, 
Co. 
¢ {Reported by Ensxtye Rev, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re RHOADES. Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER (TRUSTEE). C. A. 
No, 2. 2nd and 9th June. 


Bankruptcy — Executor’s Ricur or Retainer — ApMINISTRATION IN 
Bankruptcy or THE Estate or A Deceasep Person Dyin Insoivenr 
—Executror Paying Over ALi tue Assets To Trustee iy Banykrurrcy 
—Execvror Ignorant or His Rigurs—Misrake or Law—Rerater, 
Wueruer Executor Losses Rient or, ny Taxtnc no Srers tro Exvoace 
BEFORE OnDER FOR ADMINISTRATION OF Estate in Banxrurptcy—Bavx- 
ruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 125, suB-sEcrion 5. 

This was an appeal by the official receiver as trustee of the bankrupt 
estate of one Rhoades, deceased, against a decision of Wright, J. (reported 
ante, p. 383, and 47 W. R. 432), to the effect that Mrs. L. Rhoades was 
entitled, as executrix of her husband, who had died insolvent, to retain out 
of his estate sufficient funds to pay herself the moneys owing to her by 
her husband at the date of his death. Upon the death of her husband 
Mrs. Rhoades, as executrix, opened an account in her own name at Glyn’s 
Bank, collected the estate, and paid the proceeds into that account. On 
the 11th of July, 1898, she received notice that a petition had been 
presented for the administration of her husband’s estate in bankruptcy. 
A receiving order was made upon that petition, and the official receiver 
applied to the bankers for payment to him of the amount 
standing to Mrs. Rhoades’s credit as executrix. The bankers 
refused to hand over the money without authorization from Mrs. 
Rhoades. The official receiver therefore applied to her, and she, 
acting under the advice of her solicitor, gave him a cheque for the 
balance standing to the credit of the account ; and on the 9th of August, 
1898, she sent in a proof for what she then believed to be the amount of 
her debt—viz., £1,040 8s. 5d. Shortly afterwards she discovered that the 
real amount of her debt was £604 3s. 4d., and about the same time she 
was advised that as executrix she had a right of retainer. Consequently, 
on the 13th of August she withdrew her proof and applied to the official 
receiver to recognize her right of retainer. He refused to do co, because 
she had voluntarily paid the money she had collected for the estate over 
to him, and she thereupon made the present application. It was contended 
on her behalf that as she had paid over the money under a mistake of law 
she had not lost her right of retainer, and that according to the practice 
in the Chancery Division an executor did not lose his right of retainer by 
payment into court in an administration suit. The official receiver argued 
that although payment into court in the Chancery Division did not divest 
the executor of the property of the deceased, an administration order in 
bankruptcy vested the property in the official receiver, and thereby 
divested it from the executor. The official receiver relied upon the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, s. 125, sub-section 5. Wright, J., decided that Mrs. 
Rhoades was still entitled to exercise her right of retainer as executrix, 
and made an order that the trustee should pay over to her the amount she 
claimed. The official receiver ory 

Tue Court (Lixviey, M.R., Right Hon. Sir F. H. Jevye, and Romer, 
L.J.), having reserved judgment from the 2nd till the 9th of June, 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linpiry, M.R., read the judgment of the court. He said: This appeal 
raises the important question whether an order made under section 125 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, for the administration of the estate of a deceased 
person in bankruptcy deprives the executor of his right to retain out of 
assets in his hands a debt due to him from the deceased. Wright, J., has 
held that the section has not deprived the executor of his right of retainer 
in such a case, and we have ved at the same conclusion. The testator 
in this case died in April, 1898. His widow was his executrix, and she 
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account in a bank in her own name, and she got in assets to the amount 
of about £1,100, and this amount, representing the assets got in, was 
standing to her credit in July, when an order was made for the adminis- 
tration of the deceased’s estate in bankruptcy under section 125 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The official receiver claimed the money 
in the bank, and she paid it over to him, not knowing she had any right 
of retainer. She afterwards proved her debt in the bankruptcy, 
but she withdrew this proof, and then demanded back the £600 paid over 
in ignorance of her eights. Two questions therefore arise. The first 
and most important is whether she had a right to retain her debt as 
against the trustee in bankruptcy. The second is whether, if she had, 
she lost this right by paying the whole £1,100 over to the trustee and by 
afterwards proving for her debt. It is not denied that she had a right to 
retain, and might have exercised it before the order was made, or, to be 
more accurate, before she knew that an application for such an order had 
been made. Le Gilbert, Ex parte Gilbert (46 W. R. 351; 1898, 1 Q. B. 
282) settled this ; but it is contended that as she had not exercised this right 
before that date she could not do so afterwards. The older common law 
authorities go far to shew that if an executor was a creditor of his 
deceased testator and had assets in his hands sufficient to pay 
his debt (and all others of a higher degree, if any), such debt 
was treated as extinguished. Sufficient assets to pay his own 
debts and properly applicable thereto being in the executor’s hands, such 
assets were treated, without more, as applied by him to such payment. 
Blackstone says so distinctly (vol. 3, p. 18). His words are: ‘*So much as 
is sufficient to answer his own demands is by operation of law applied to 
that particular purpose.’’ Plowden goes further, and says that the 
property in the assets is charged : see Woodward v. Darcy (Plow. 184, 186). 
But this can only be true if the assets spoken of can be identified and 
appropriated to the debt which they have satisfied, and this presupposes 
the exercise of the right in fact, and in the case in Plowden it had been 
so exercised: see p. 184. The facts in the case of Woodward v. Darcy were 
as follows: Luttrell, obligor ; Woodward, obligee and plaintiff ; Windham, 
Luttrell’s executor; Windham was dead, and defendant was Windham’s 
executor; Windham was a creditor of Luttrell, and had retained assets 
sufficient to pay himself, leaving nothing for Woodward; the debts were 
all specialty debts; held that the defendants were entitled to judgment. 
Until the executor does some act to shew which assets he retains it is 
obvious that the property in them cannot be changed. This has been 
noticed before: see Re Gilbert, Ex parte Gilbert, at p. 286 ; Wentworth’s 
Office of Executor, cited in the margin of Plowden, p. 185. But it was 
settled that an executor sued by a creditor could give a retainer by him- 
self in satisfaction of his own debt in evidence under a general plea of 
plene administravit, and that Re need not plead a retainer specially : 1 Wms. 
Saund. 333, n.6. The extent to which the doctrine that his debt was 
extinguished was carried is further illustrated by the cases collected in 
2 Williams on Executors, 1180, and which shew that an executor having 
assets sufficient and properly applicable to pay a debt due to him 
from his testator could not sue the testator’s heir, nor any third 
person who might be liable with the testator, for the debt in ques- 
tion. It is quite plain from these authorities that the executor’s 
right to retain assets in his hands was as against him treated as 
enforced as soon as he could properly enforce it. It would be very 
strange if it were held that he had lost his right because he bad done 
nothing to assert it before there was any occasion to do so. It is only 
when someone seeks to take assets out of the executor’s possession that it 
becomes necessary for him to assert his right of retainer; and if he asserts 
it then his right must be protected, unless, of course, he has released it, or 
done something to deprive himself of it. In the present case, when the 
order for the administration of the testator’s estate was made, his executrix 
had ascets in her hands to the value of £1,100. This sum was standing to 
her credit at her bankers. We attach no importance to the fact that the 
account was not in form opened in her name as executrix. The £1,100 
represents the assets of the testator, and if the executrix had herself 
become bankrupt the whole or this sum would not have passed to 
her trustee and been distributable as her property amongst her 
creditors. She, however, was a creditor of the deceased for £600. 
This is admitted. She hada right to retain this sum out of the £1,100 
as against the other creditors of the deceased. This is quite clear. If it 
were to the interest of other people to say she was paid, as it might be if 
she were claiming interest on the £600 after she had assets sufficient to 
pay it, the authorities shew that she could be treated as having paid 
herself, but then only the balance of £1,100 could be treated as the 
testator’s assets. On what principle can the trustee in bankruptcy claim 
more than the balance? Wecan discover none. The question is, What 
property vested in him by virtue of section 125, sub-section 5? His only 
claim is as trustce for the testator’s creditors. The property vested in him 
by section 125, sub-section 5, has to be distributed amongst them. What 
they have no right to he has no rightto: see section 44 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883. Section 125 does not enlarge the property to be distributed, or 
deprive third parties of any right which they have acquired to withdraw 
from distribution assets in their possession which they have a right to 
retain. Hasluck v. Clark (47 W. R. 471; 1899, 1 Q. B. 699) 
shows this. It is true that an executor with a right of retainer 
has not all the rights of a secured creditor: see Lee v. Nuttall (27 W. R. 
805,12 Ch. D. 61). He has no right of retainer against creditors of a higher 
degree than himself, but his right to retain is a right to withdraw from the 
assets in his hands, and distributable amongst himself and other creditors 
of equal Cegree, enough to pay himself in full. His right to retain does 
not extend to assets which he has not got in, and which are not in his 
possession, nor to equitable assets ; but no question as to them arises here. 
His right extends, both at law and in equity, to all legal assets which he 
has in his hands; and there is nothing in section 125 to deprive him of 


this right. The judgment of Vaughan Williams, L.J., in the case of 
Re Williams, Ex parte Lewis and Evans (8 Morrell 65) supports this con- 
clusion. Mr. Levett relied on authorities which are collected in 1 Williams 
on Executors 885, and which shew that if an executor dies without having 
exercised his right his executor cannot exercise it, unless he also represents 
the testator. But, whatever difficulty there may be in reconciling those cases 
with Blackstone’s statement above referred to, they are quite consistent with 
the right of the executrix to retain her debt as against the trustee claiming 
her testator’s assets. A similar observation applies to Wigram, V.O.’s, 
judgment in Burge v. Brutton (2 Ha. 373). ie only person who has a 
right of retainer is the legal personal representative of the testator, and if 
such representative is dead his representative cannot himself first exercise 
the right unless he also represents the testator: Re Compton (30 Ch. D. 15). 
This doctrine has no application to thiscase. There is no analogy between 
death and an order for administering assets in bankruptcy under section 
125 of the Bankruptcy Act. For these reasons we have come to the 
conclusion that the executrix in this case had a right to retain her 
debt out of the assets in her hands as against the appellant, and 
that only the balance of those assets vested in him under section 125, 
sub-section 5. The second question presents no real difficulty. The 
executrix, not knowing her rights, paid the whole £1,100 over to the 
trustee. He, however, has not distributed the assets, and no injustice 
will be done to him or to anyone if he is ordered to repay to her the 
amount which she was entitled to retain. Ex parte James, Re Condon (22 
W. R. 937, 9 Ch. 609) and Ex parte Simmonds, Re Carnac (34 W. R. 421, 16 
Q. B. D. 308) are distinct authorities to shew that mistakes of this kind, 
although attributable to ignorance of law, can and will be set right by 
the court so long as the officer of the court still has the money in his hands. 
Still less can the proof by the executrix in the bankruptcy, withdrawn as 
it was when she discovered her error, deprive her of her right to have her 
money back. The judgment appealed from is right on all points, and the 
appeal, therefore, must be dismissed with costs.—CovunszL, Levett, Q.C., 
and F. Whinney ; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and J. Rolt, Soxicrrons, ddams § 
Adams ; Thomson, Brooks, § Danby. 


[Reported by R. C. Macxenziz, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Oxver or Court. 
Friday, the 9th day of June, 1899. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Norru (1898—A.—No. 703). 
In re Anthony Birrell Pearce & Co (Limited) Joseph Robertson v. 
Christopher Heppenstall and Anthony Birrell Pearce & Co (Limited) 
Mr. Justice Norru (1899—A.—No. 636). 
In re Anthony Birrell Pearce & Co (Limited) Carl Wilhelm Groos v. 
Anthoriy Birrell Pearce & Co (Limited) and another 


Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1899—A.—632). 
In re Anthony Birrell Pearce & Co (Limited) John Burn Doig v. Anthony 
Birrell Pearce & Co (Limited) and another Hatszvury, C. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
| was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday last, Mr. 
| Richard W. Tweedie in the chair. Tae other directors present being: 

Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford), H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. 
| Dodd, J. R. B. Gregory, A. Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), John Hunter, 
| Sir George H. Lewis, F'. Rowley Parker, Sidney Smith, F. T. Woolbert, 
and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £490 was distributed in grants of 
relief, forty-two new members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar on Wednesday : 

Lincoin’s-1nn.—Gerard Moresby Thoroton Hildyard (special prize in 
Constitutional Law, English and Colonial, and Legal History, Certificate 
of Honour, C.L.E., Hilary, 1899, and studentship, C.L.E., Trinity, 1899), 
University Coll., Oxford, B.A.; Alfred Hamilton Ormsby-Hamilton, 
Trin. Coll., Dublin, M.A., a member of the Irish bar; Goolamhoosein 
Fazhulbhoy Visram, St. John’s Coll., Cambridge, and Bombay 
University; Merwanji Rustomji Boyce, Bombay University; Gilbert 
Locke Venables, Trin. Coll., Cambridge, B.A.; William Thomas 
Granville Lewis; Padam Pestonji Ginwala, Trin. Hall, Cambridge, 
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Walter Duffield Dobell, Magdalen Ooll., Oxford; William Montague 
Muir Mackenzie, Balliol Ooll., Oxford; William Caleb Dixon; 
Thomas Williams, Trin. Ooll., Dublin, M.A., LL.D.; Narayan 
Kesheo Aloni; James Frederick Clyne, Aberdeen University ; ul 
Solomon, Lincoln Coll., Oxford, B.A.; Shankar Lal Batra; Brij Bihari 
Lall Bisya ; Edward David Chetham-Strode, Trin. Coll., Cambridge, B.A. ; 
Robert Stephen Clease; Harcourt Gladstone Malcolm; Pravat Kusum 
Ray-Choudhuri; Arthur James Hughes, Queen’s Coll., Oxford; Joseph 
Sydney McArthur; William Kirk; Charles Knowles Rayson; George 
Lillie Craik, New Coll., Oxford; James Evans, London University; John 
Glover Addo. 

Innen Tempie.—Henry Crawford Arthur Conybeare, M.A., Oxford; 
Edwin Maximilian Konstam, Cambridge; Frederick William Lawrence, 
M.A., Cambridge; Charles Harold Perrott, B.A., Cambridge; Robert 
Amyatt Ray, Oxford; Robert Bannerman Fraser Robertson, Oxford ; 
Richard Trevithick Gilbertstone Tangye, B.A., LL.B,, Cambridge; Ivor 
Lowthian Johnson, B.A., Oxford ; William George Howard Gritten, M.A., 
Oxford ; Charles Holwell Ward ; George Stuart Robertson, M.A., Oxford ; 
Aubrey Trevor Lawrence, B.A., Oxford; Raymond Henry Yates Bullock, 
Cambridge; Ralph Tichborne-Hinckes, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Hawley, 
B.A., Oxford ; William John Dalzell-Burnyeat, B.A., Oxford ; Halford Gay 
Burdett, B.A., Cambridge; Guy Harden Guillum Scott, B.A., Oxford ; 
Maxwell Alexander Robertson, Oxford; Alfred William Francis 
Bagge, B.A., Cambridge; Emest Ferdinand Oppenheim, B.A., 
Oxford; Aubrey Augustus Smith, B.A., Cambridge; George Hay 
Morgan, B.Sc., London; Fritz Van Warmelo, South African Coll., Cape 
Town; Nigel George Davidson, B.A., Oxford ; Angus Campbell ; William 
Henry Ooates, M.B., Durham ; Arthur Lionel Bruce Thesiger, Oxford ; 
Gerard Robert Hill, M.A., Oxford; Rustum Dossabhoy Nusserwanjee 
Wadia, M.A., Elphinstone Coll., Bombay; William George Courthope, 
B.A., Oxford ; George Russell Beardmore ; Frank Duerdin Perrott, M.A., 
Cambridge ; Jijaba Bajaram Patil Mohite, Cambridge; Francis Wrigley 
Hirst, B.A., Oxford; Madhavrao Abaji Sitole, Cambridge ; Arthur Charles 
Carrara; Winter Williams, B.A., Oxford; John Porter Foster, B.A., 
Cambridge; George Thomas Martin, B.A., Oxford; Ernest Alabaster, 
Cambridge ; and William Stanley Macbean Knight. 

Mippiz Temrtze.—Charles Dentoa Steel, 1.0.8., BA., Trin. Coll., 
Dublin ; Charles Thomas Cox; Byramjee Rustomjee Mehta, Trinity Hall, 
Camb., and London University; James William Cleland, B.A., Oxford, 
honours in jurisprudence; Campbell Burn; Naoroz Hormusji Naoroji 

ody, B.A., ‘Trinity Hall, Camb.; William Spencer Clayton 
Greene; Leonard Eaton Smith, B.A., Oxford University; Ralph 
Neville, B.A., LL.B., Camb.; Ludwig Freyberger, M.D., Vienna, 
M.R.C.P., M.R.C.S.; David Stanley Hodge, B.A., Camb. ; a 
Fletcher Moulton, B.A., Camb.; Robert Lyall Guthrie, M.A., M.B., 
C.M., Edinburgh University; Lewis Forsyth Allen; Hérbert Evelyn 
Crook, M.D., B.S., honours, London University, F.R.C.S., L.R.C.P. ; 
Hendrik Jacobus Hugo; Chaman Lal Dhingra, Punjab University ; Jogini 
Mohan Chattopadhyag, B.A., honours, Calcutta Univentie ; Rustomjee 
Nowrojee Burjorjee ; Matthew Henry Spencer-Josephs, F.R.G.S. ; Walter 
Payne ; Allen Clement Edwards ; Tom Charles Ekin; Philip Bartlett Morle; 
Edwin James Reynolds, Campbell Foster prizeman; Morgan Phillips 
— B.A., Trinity Hall, Camb. ; and Michael Patrick Walsh, 


Gray’s-1nn.—Frederick Edwin Smith (Fellow of Merton Coll., Oxford) ; 
Shadi Lal; Michael Chartres Macinerney, Q.C. (Ireland); Joseph 
Augustus Maung Gyi ; Albert William Dredrick Tocke ; Charles Frederic 
Rorke; Joseph Baptista; Charles Purchas; Jotindra Nath Roy; John 
Stanley Phillips Griffith-Jones; Mahtab Singh; Johannes Christoffel 
Stegmann; Ieardas Oodharam; Ernest Houghton; Mohammad Said 
Hakim ; Narain Dass Sethi; Des Raj Sabni; Dahyabhai P. Derasari ; 
Mohammed Abdul Aziz Khan; Surendra Nath Haldar; Madhu Sudan 
Bhagat; Manilal Umedram Thakore; Charles Porter; Subharama 
Swaminadhan; Ramchandra Vasudev Paranjpe; Romes Chandra Sen; 
Bernard Campion ; and Andrew Baxter Russell. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Josevw Watton, Q.C., has been elected Chairman, Mr. C, M. 
Waxmincton, Q.C., Vice-Chairman, and Mr. E. P. Wotstennotme Hon. 
Treasurer of the General Council of the Bar for the ensuing year. 


Mr. Dan Surcuirrs, solicitor, of the firm of Eastwoods & Sutcliffes, of 
Todmorden and Hebden Bridge, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Dan Sutcliffe was admitted in February, 1883. ‘ 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Ocravivs Jerson, M.D.—£20 Reward.—Octavius Jepson, M.D., deceased, 
of Elmfield, Newlands-park, Sydenham. Any person having the custody 
of or knowledge as to the whereabouts of a recent Will of the deceased is 
requested to communicate with Messrs. Broomhead, Wightman, & Moore, 
solicitors, Sheffield. 





GENERAL. 


_ Lord Ludlow, who for many weeks past has been unable to sit judicially 

in the House of Lords owing to a protracted attack of influenza, is, says 

a T et unfortunately laid up with a severe chill, but is progressing 
ourably. 


Saannneicascanememndniiadl 
The retirement is announced of Police-constable Ward, who has been on 
duty at the barristers’ entrance to the Royal Courts of Justice in Carey- 
street for the fifteen years, having completed a service of twenty-five 
years in the E division. 


Mr. Clements (‘‘ Mark Twain’’), in the course of Lis 7 to the toast 
of his health at the Authors’ Club dinner this week, said ‘‘ He had always 
kept a lawyer, though he never made anything out of him. It was of 
service to an author to have a lawyer. There’was something so - 
able in having a personal contact with a publisher. It was better to work 
through a lawyer—and lose your case.”’ 


One of the old-time negroes was, says the Central Law Journal, some 
years ago called as a witness in one of the courts. ‘‘ What’s your name?” 
was the first question propounded by the Attorney-General. ‘‘ George 
Washington, sor,” replied theold man. ‘‘ George Washington,’’ repeated 
the lawyer, and, after a moment of reflection, said, “it seems to me that 
I have heard that name before.’’ ‘‘’Spects you has, sor,’’ said the old 
negro; ‘‘ I’se been libing ’bout hyar many years.’’ 

Mr. Ascroft, M.P., solicitor, is confined to bed at his residence at 
Croydon with a severe attack of pneumonia. He ap unusually well 
on Sunday. On Monday morning, however, says the Zimes, he displayed 
symptoms of serious illness, which so rapidly developed that he became 
partially unconscious and was found to be suffering from acute pneumonia. 

e is much debilitated and is suffering from heart weakness, but his 
medical advisers say that a conclusive opinion on his condition cannot very 
well be given till the end of the week. A specialist has been called into 
consultation and was to see the patient on Thursday. 


The power of a court of equity to enjoin an unlicensed person from 
holding himself out to the public or practising in the courts of the State 
as an attorney-at-law is, says the American Case and Comment, asserted and 
exercised by Judge Tuley, of Chicago, in People, ex rel. State’s Attorney v. 
Thompson, C. Ct. Cook Co., 31 Chicago Legal News, 261. The lack of any 
property right of the State in the matter is held, on the authority of Re 
Debdbs, 158 U. 8. 564, 39 L. Ed. 1092, not to prevent the exercise of equity 
jurisdiction. Judge Tuley says: ‘‘ It may well be held to be the duty of 
the State, charged with the welfare of its whole ple, to protect the 
general public against such enemies of society. it cannot do so by 
injunction it cannot do so at all. There is no other remedy. The statute 
requiring a licence in order to practice as an attorney affixes no penalty for 
its violation, and, if it did, the remedy by penal prosecution would be 
almost, if not quite, useless.” The Chicago Legal News says that this 
decision will strike terror to the hearts of ‘‘ more than 200 persons who are 
practising law in Chicago without any licence or authority whatever.” 


At the Wells Assizes on Thursday in last week, says the Times, Mr. 
Justice Phillimore, in charging the grand jury, referred to a charge of 
perjury brought against a man named Jozeph Rowsell, on bail. The 
accused was said to have committed perjury in his evidence before his 
Honour Judge Gardiner, at the Bath County Court, on the 23rd of March, 
and the county court judge had committed him for trial without sending 
the case before the magistrates to be investigated in the usual way. The 
peculiarity of the case was that his Honour Judge Gardiner had not 
dealt with the case as a magistrate but as a judge of a civil court. 
The power of such a judge to summarily commit anyone he thought 
was committing perjury was, no doubt, legal; but experience had 
shewn how very rarely it should be exercised. Mr. Justice Ridley, 
about two assizes ago, thought it was very desirable that, undet the recent 
Act, by which prisoners can give evidence, a prisoner should see perjury 
was punishable, and he thought it right to commit an offender then and 
there; but with that exception his lordship thought it was many years 
since a judge of the High Court had ever exercised the power. There was 
one exception that might be remembered, the Tichborne case, and 
although there were many reasons for it in that case, yet many eminent 
persons expressed doubts as to committing without a previous investiga- 
tion. He no doubt the county court judge had good reasons in this par- 
ticular case for the course he had taken ; but, speaking for himself and for all 
judges, there were = disadvantages in that form of procedure. It wasa 
very striking object-lesson, if a man hadcommitted perjury, to then and there 
haul him off to prison ; but, should the man be afterwards acquitted, it might 
then be said the court had been too hasty. The law had provided that 
every prisoner should have the benefit of two investigations—one before 
the magistrates, the other before the d jury; but by the procedure 
adopted in this case the accused had entirely lost the benefit of the investi- 
gation before the magistrates. His lordship desired the grand jury to 
postpone this case to the last and to give it their special attention. 


On Tuesday last in the House of Lords the Earl of Morley called atten- 
tion to the fact that, on the succession to an estate registered in the Land 
Registry, the title of the successor, though he has paid all the estate 
duties due from him, is for all time endorsed with a notice that the estate 
is still subject to an indefinite liability for estate duty ; and to the effect 
which such an endorsement has on registered titles. He said that since 
he put the notice upon the paper the Registrar of the Land istry had 
informed him that the rules had been changed during the last year, 
and that amongst the new rules which came into effect on the Ist of 
January last was the following: ‘‘ Where a notice of liability to duty 
has been entered on the register it may be cancelled on the produc- 
tion of any such evidence as is mentioned in the preceding rule.’’ 
The evidence referred to was proof to the satisfaction of the registrar that 
all duty payable in respect to such land by reason of tho death of the 
proprietor had been paid and satisfied. That toa large extent satisfied 
him, and if he had known the rule existed he would not have put down 
his notice. But he put it to the noble and learned lord on the woolsack 
whether the words ‘‘may be cancelled’? ought not to be “‘shall be 
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cancelled.’? At present it was no one’s duty to cancel the notice. He 
could not help thinking it should be the duty of the registrar to cancel 
the notice after satisfactory evidence had been produced to him. The 
Lord Chancellor said his noble friend the Chairman of Committees had 
taken the occasion to point out a defect he could not deny. He 

with his noble friend that, instead of leaving it in 
the discretion of the registrar to erase the mark from the 
register, it would be better that it should be an_ obligation 
upon him. Certainly the rule*was meant to provide that it should be an 
obligation upon him. He could not say that he disagreed with his noble 
friend as to the policy of not insisting on the extreme rights of the 
revenue, when the great importance of freeing the transfer of land was 
taken into consideration. He thought it was very desirable that there 
should be some period of time at which it would be possible to remove 
absolutely any liability from land of which a purchaser for value without 
notice had become the possessor. That was only his own individual view, 
and he must not be understood to be committing his colleagues in any 
way on the subject. He could only say that in any future version of these 
rules which he might be called upon to make he would be very glad to see 
that the true intent and meaning of the rule referred to should be 
properly expressed. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1899. 
(Continued from p. 557.) 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

General List. 
1899. 

In re Harling Daws v. Harling appl of deft W H Harling from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 17, 1899 April 14 

Moritz v. Knowle: appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
April 12, 1899 (to follow No.7 by order) April 15 

In re The Bell Organ & Piano Cold & Co’s Acts,&c The Consolidated 
Trust ld & The Bell Organ & Piano Co. 1d appl of A W Alexander from 
order of Mr Justice Wright, dated March 6, 1899 April 21 

The London & Globe Finance Corpn ld, &c, v Brooks appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice North, dated March 16, 1899 April 22 

Greenwood v Greenwood appl of. deft from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 
dated March 23, 1899 April 28 

Farlow v Stevenson appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated 
March 7, 1899 May 1 

Payton & Cold v Titus, Ward & Cold appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated April 25, 1899 May 2 

Hinds v Blaiberg appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
April 13, 1899 May 2 

Taylor v Annand appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated March 29,1899 May 5 

Boosey & Cov Whight & Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Stirling, dated April 19, 1899 (order not perfected) May 6 

In re Turncock Wylie vTurncock appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 4, 1899 May 8 

Brandon’s Putney Brewery ld v Charman appl of deft J Charman from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 18, 1899 May 9 

v Brandon appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated April 18,1899 May 9 

Nutt v Easton appl cf pltff from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated 
March 15, 1899 May 10 

In_re Birks Kenyon v Birks appl of deft H Pigott from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 21, 1899 May 10 

Bennett v Collins appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
Dec 7,1898 May 12 

The Welsbach Incandescent Gas Light Co, ld v The Daylight Incandescent 
Mantle Co, 1d appl of defts, The Daylight &c Co, ld, from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated April 15, 1889 (order not perfected) May 12 

Foxwell v Annand appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated April 29, 1899 May 16 

Gordon v Ugilvie appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice Wills (for Mr 
Justice Stirling), dated March 1, 1899 (order not perfected) May 16 

Vinio v Child appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
March 11, 1899 (in forma pauperis)—order not perfected May 17 

Huntley-Gordon v Hall appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 
dated February 16, 1899 May 18 

Procter v Hurst appl of plitff from order of Mr Justice North, dated 
March 8, 1899 May 20 

In re Miller Addis v Gordon appl of pltff from of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy (Liverpool District Registry), dated May 13, 1899 May 20 

FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List. 
1899. 
Weir (trading, &c) v Girviv, Roper & Co. appl of pltff from judgt of the 
— Justice, date 1 Nov 28, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
) 








Oglesby & anr v Heffer a ppl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated Feb 2, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 7 

Moxham & ors (trustees, &c) vGrant Crown side appl of deft from judgt 
of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Jan 31,1899 Feb8 

Walker v Wheeler appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Jan 28, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 9 

The Mersey Docks & Harbour Board (applts) v The Assessment Committee 
of Birkenhead Union (respts) Crcwn side appl of applts from judgt of 
Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Jan 31, 1899 Feb 14 

Hersey v Vigers Bros Crown side appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 8, 1899 (security ordered) Feb 15 

Vogan & Co v Oulton appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated Nov 8, 1898, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 20 

Lynes & ors v Snaith Orown side appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices 
Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 2, 1899 Feb 22 

Stegmann v O’Conner appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, 
dated Feb 18, 1899 Feb 25 

The Queen v The Licensing Justices of Manchester Crown side appl of 
J Robinson from judgt of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 13, 
1899 Feb 25 

Same v Same Crown side appl of J Robinson from judgt of Justices 
Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 13, 1899 Feb 25 

Allsopp v Sladden Collier ld and anr appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
oa Wright, dated Feb 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Worcester 

eb 27 

In re An Arbitration between Southampton Tramways Co and South- 
ampton Corpn appl of Tramways Co from judgt of Justices Bruce & 
Ridley, dated Feb 18, 1899 March 2 

In re An Arbitration between M J & L Goodbody & Balfour, Williamson 
& Co appl of Goodbody from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated 
Feb 18, 1899 March 3 

Rowlands (applt) v Miller (respt) Crown side appl of respt from judgt of 
* J + Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 (security ordered) 

arc 

The Lancashire Asylums Board v Lord Mayor, &c, of the City of Man- 
chester appl of the defts from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated 
Feb 18, 1899 March 8 

Gugenheimer v The North-Western Hematite Steel Co 1d appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 1, 1899, a trial without 
a jury, Middlesex March 8 

Robertson v Mayor, &c, of Bristol appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated Feb 23, 1899, at trial without a jury, Bristol March 8 

Bavins (junr) & Sims v London & South-Western Bank ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 22, 1899, at trial without 
a jury, Middlesex March 9 

The Queen v Dr Tristram (Judge of the Consistory Court of London) 
Crown Side appl of A M Druce and anr from judgt of Justices Lawrance 
& Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 March 10 

In re An Arbitration between Nuttall & The Lynton and Barastaple Ry 
Co appl of J Nuttall from judgt of Justices Bruce & Ridley, dated Feb 
18, 1899 (special case) March 15 

The Queen v The Justices of Lancashire Crown side appl of The Justices 
from judgt of Justices Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 11, 1899 
March 16 

McNeil v Dinkelspiel appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated March 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 23 

Girdwood & anr v Same appl of pltfifs from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, 
dated March 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 23 

Winterschladen v Bargate appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, York March 23 

Marehall v Irving, Harrison & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated March 17, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
March 23 

John Barker & Cold vCaird appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated March 15, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex March 24 

Nash & anr v De Freville appl of pltff from judgt of The Lord Chief 
Justice, dated March 13, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
March 24 : 

London & Northern 8S Cold v Hosken & Cold appl of pltffs from judgt 
of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex March 29 

Colbeck v New Zealand Gold, &c, Finance Co, ld & ors appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated March 22, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex April 5 

Jump v Payne appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
March 23, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 5 

Bessell v Field & anr appl re cw) from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated March 27, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 6 

Dobell & Co v Green & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated Jan 23, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 6 

Ellis v Rowbotham appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated March 25, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 8 

Earl v Leach appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated Jan 14, 
1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 1g 

Smith v Butler appl of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice Bucknill, dated 
March 22, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 10 

Trenchard v Wood appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated March 21, 1899, at trial with common jury, Birmingham April 10 

Newton v The Vestry of St Matthew, Bethnal Green appl of pit from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated March 23, 1899, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex April 13 

Lewis v Beynon appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
March 23, 1899, at trial with common jury, Cardiff Apri! 13 
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The London Provincial Bank 1d v Thomas appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
J ee dated March 22, 1899, at trial with special jury, Cardiff 
Apri 

The Guardians of the Poor of Bramley Union v The Guarantee Soc appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated March 16, 1899, at trial 
without a jury, Middlesex April 15 

Freeman & Son v Hensler appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
dated April 11, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 18 

Richardson v Stormont, Todd & Co appl of dftsfrom judgt of Mr Justice 
—— dated April 12, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
A 

Seep vArmstrong appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated March 27, 1899, at trial without a jury, Leeds April 22 

Pudan v Secretary of State for India in Oouncil appl of pltff in person 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Feb 9, 1899, at trial without a 
jury, Middlesex April 24 

Sykes v The Urban Sanitary Council for the Urban District of Sowerby 
(Crown Side) appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Darling and Channell, 
dated April 13, 1899 April 25 

Chapman v Downing appl of defts W M Richardson and ors from judgt 
of Mr Justice Grantham, dated March 27, 1889, at trial without a jury, 
Middlesex April 26 

Cooke v Reece appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
April 19, 1899 April 26 

Moore v The Brilliant Sign Co 1d appl of appellants from judgt of Mr 
a dated April 17, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 

pril ; 

Vasmer & Co v T M Duche & Sons appl of defts from judgt of Mr 

. ee: dated April 20, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 
il 2 


P 
Burrell v Rooke appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
April 22, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex April 28 
Vincent v Douglas, jun, & Co appl of - from judgt of Mr Justice 
Day, dated March 22, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex 


ay 2 
Behn v Blow & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
April 13, 1899. at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 3 
The Knight’s Deep ld (applts) v The Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
(respts) (Revenue Side) appl of applts from judgt of Justices Wills and 
sruce, dated Dec 15, 1898 May 4 
Same v Same appl of applts from judgt of Justices Wills and Bruce, dated 
Dec 15, 1898 May 4 
Burge v Ashley & Smith ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Cr ee dated April 15, 1899, at trial without a jury Middlesex 
ay 8 
Power Die Printing Syndicate ld'v Johnston appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Mr J _— Bruce, dated May 3, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middiesex 


May 

The Brenda Steamship Cold v T & H Green appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr J — Mathew, dated April 14, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middle- 
sex May 10 

The Birmingham Breweries vy Thompson appl of Birmingham Breweries 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated April 21, 1899 May 11 

Thompson v The Birmingham Breweries appl of Birmingham Breweries 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated April 21,1899 May 11 

Martin & anr v Otto appl of pliffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 
May 6, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 13 

Ward v Chadfield appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated 
May , 1899 (jury discharged), London May 15 

Blessley v John appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 

- May 6, 1899, at trial without a jury, Cardiff May 16 

Baylis v Royal Insce Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated May 8, 1899, at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 19 

The Maskely ne British Typewriter ld v Duncan appl of defts from judgt 
~ hy ustice Bruce, dated May 15, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex 

ay 1! 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrmes, 1899. 
(Continued from p. 559.) 


Before Mr. Justice Srir.inc. | In re Ashwell Ashwell v Walker 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). | act 
Alianza Cold vy Lembcke act & 3rd | Carter v Hoff act 
party notice of Nitrate Ry Cold | Burton v Stretton act 
for trial and 3rd party notice &c_ | 
Wood v Wood act & counter-claim | Cause for Trial (without witnesses) 
Phillips v National Land Corpn ld and Adjourned Summonees. 
act In re Comley Keen v Keen adj 
Horsfall vy Horsfall act 


sumns 
Reed v Bright’s Stores ld 
(pleadings to be delivered) 
Accidental Syndicate 1d v Hughes 
act (pleadings to be delivered) 
Owles v Letts act 
neue v Mayor, &cy of Newport 


ac 

Maynard’s ld vy Maynard act 

Weatherley y Murray act without 
pleadings 


| 
| 
act | 
| 





In re Gray Mackinnon v Gray 
adj sumns 

In re Bethanga Gold Fields ld & 
Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1898 adj sumns 

In re Pott Berney v Pott adj 


sumns 
In re Housley’s Contract adj 

sumns 
Marsh v Crossman 


In re Browning Browning v 
Keeling adj sumns 

In re Nickols Booth v Nickols 
adj sumns 

Inre Varley Varley v Everett adj 


sumns 
In re Scott Malcolm v Scott adj 


sumns 

I re Cleveland Gayton v Cleve- 
land adj sumns 

In re Rice Rice v Forsey adj 
sumns 

Tu re Mills Bullivant v Mills adj 
sumns 

In re Craven Blundell v Craven 
adj sumns 

In re Hammersley Hasman v 
Hammersley adj sumns 

Inre Wood Wood v Vinson adj 
sumns 

Inre Price Tomlin v Latter adj 
sumns 

In re Haswell adj sumns 

In - Morgan Burgoyne v Morgan 
ac 

In re Wainwright Furbank v 
Wainwright adj sumns 

Somers v Balocca de Provence m f j 
(short) 

In re Knight Knight v Knight adj 


sumns 
In re Grainger Dawson v Higgins 
adj sumns 
Barnard v Farrar m fj 
In re A R Dagg, asolicitor, & adj 


sumns 

In re Alford Alford v Attorney- 
Gen adj sumns 

Payne v Mortimer adj somns 

In re Stead Barr v Stead adj 
sumns 

In re Waterfield Waterfield v Rate 
adj sumns 

In re Smithfield & Bolam’s Con- 
tract & V &P Act, 1874 adj 
sumns 

In re Searight Bell v Searight 
adj sumns 

Barber v Mexican Land &c Co 


adj sumns 
In re Paske Paske v Marshall adj 
sumns 
Marshall & Elvy ld v Doe m fj 
In re Wood & Tolhurst’s Contract 
& V & P Act, 1874 adj sumns 
Maguus v Plumbers’ Co notice adj 
from chmbrs (procedure) 
In re Andrews Code v Greaves 
adj sumns 
In re Ashe Goldney v Ashe adj 
sumns 
In re The New Welsh Slate Co ld 
Manchester Trust ld v The Co 
m f j (short) 
In re Richards Williams v Richards 
adj sumns 
In re Milroy Milroy v Fleming 
adj sumns 
In re Wallis Robins v Wallis adj 
sumns 
In re Tompkins Burn v Tompkins 
adj sumns 
In re Elliott Taylor v Taylor adj 
sumns 


(Sitting as an edditional Judg 

itting as an itio w of 
the Chan Division.) ™ 

Companies qt inding-up). 

Petitions. 

International Securities Trust Corpn 

ld (petn of Sutherin & Co) 

Same Co (petn of G A Kino) 

Same Co (petn of Shenstone, Shen- 

sgn Pama 9G 

eumatic "8 

ld oo of F L Ganine) 

NA Window Co ld 

Ge Newnes ld 

Lanzi loration ld 

London & District Bank 








In re Jones 
adj sumns 


) 
Brazilian Street Ry Co ld (petn of 
G Bush) 


Coventry Cross Cycle Co ld (petn of 

ei ,» Huxley & Watson ld 
ors 

Carl Rosa Opera Co ld (petn of 
Philip Brozel & ors) 

ber toy A pe abe 

icate tn o yrne 
Hewitt & Cold (petn of the Com- 


) 

Whitton Park Estate Co 1d (petn of 
D F Wilson, Quayle) 

New Julia Nitrate Co ld (petn of 
7s on te ors) petn under 

oint companies Arrange- 

nen re 1870 wt . . 
niversal Motor Carriage cle 
Co ld (petn of E J Morris ed 

Williamson & Joseph 1d (petn of 
Wheatley, Kirk, Price & Goulty) 

Nalder & Hilton ld (petn of A 
Wheeler) 

1897 Jubilee Sites Syndicate ld 
(petn of Official Receiver) 

Atlas Metal Co ld (petn of Magnolia 
Anti-Friction Metal Co & ors) 

Birmingham Breweries ld (petn of 
S Lesser) 

Anthony Birrell, Pearce & Co ld 
(petn of Carel Blad de Witt) 

Taber Bas Relief Photographic 
ae ld (petn of Bellamy & 


0 

Klonayke & Columbian Goldfields 
ld (petn of Wilhelm Wilhelmsen) 

Angier Steam Shipping Co ld (petn 
of E Fraser) 

Ebenezer Roberts & Sons 1d (petn of 
Ajax Printing Co 1d) 

Loanda Gas Co ld (petn of Newton, 
Carnegie & Co) 


Division. 

Societe Vinicole de Turquie ld (petn 
of Co and shareholders to rescind 
resolutions) so generally 

Manhanset Steamship Cold & re- 
duced (petn of Co) s o generally 

Cheque Bank ld & reduced (petn of 


Co) 
Garside, Barnes & Co ld & reduced 
(petn of Co) 
Ottoman Gas Co ld (Memorandum 
of Assocn Act, 1890) petn of Co 
Thames Iron Works and Ship 
Building Cold (Memorandum of 
Assocn Act, 1890) petn of Co 

Baltic Co 1d & reduced (petn of Co) 

Great Grimsby Ice Co ld (Memor- 
andum of As30cn Act, 1890) petn 
of Co 

Grimsby Co-operative Ice Co ld 
(Memorandum of Assocn Act, 
1890) petn of Co 


Court Summonses. 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Lands Allotment Co ld (taxation 

of bill) s o generally 
London and General Bank Id (for 
leave to make a set off) s o 


eral], 

ell ld ion claim) s o generally 

Peabody Gold Mining Corpn, Id (as 
to construction of thirty-ninth 
Article of Association) 

Lindsay’s Extended (East) Gold 
Mines ld (on claim) \ 

Marble (Moreau Rae) Syndicate ld 
(to reverse decision of Official 
Receiver rejecting proof) 


generally 
London and Westminster Contract 
Corpr, ld (for misfeasance) s 0 


erally 
Sedon’s Pneumatic Tyre Co 
(French patents) (for balance 
oot so —, _ 
e ler) 8 erally 
Same oP imave to cross-examine 
witness) 80 
West London & General Permanent 
Benefit Bldg Soc 
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RE — 
Co 1d (leave to inspect 
books) s o generally 
General Railway Syndicate ld (to 
vary list of contributories) 


“United Ordnance and Engineering 
Co ld (to vary list of contribu- 
tories) 

Mutual Oycle Manufacturing and 
Supply Co ld (on claims) 

PS Phillips 1d (to reverse decision 
of liquidator rejecting proof) 

Compagnie Vimbos Franco-Belge 
ld (to vary list of contributories) 

Concessions Development Co 1d (on 
directors’ remuneration) 

Civil, Naval and Military Outfitters 
1d (on costs) 

Hille India Rubber Co ld (for dis- 
tribution of further dividend) 

Hille India Rubber Cold (for pay- 
ment call moneys) 

“H” Syndicate 1d (for late 
managing director to hand over 
shares to liquidator) 

Same (to remove liquidator) 

Victoria Brick Works Co ld (on 
objections to taxation) 

Sale Hotel & Botanical Gardens Co | 
ld (for payment out of court to | 
liquidator) 

Globe Engineering Co 1d (for mis- | 
feasance) | 

London & Provincial Electrical Co | 
1d (to be admitted as creditor of | 
company) | 

Bangor & North Wales Mutual 
Marine Protection Assoc 1d (to | 

list of contributories) 

National Stores 1d (same) 

Warwick Cycle Syndicate 1d (on | 
claim) 

Chancery Division. 

Stubber v T Daniel & Co ld (for | 
leave to cross-examine) § 0| 

erall { 

PA cs ie (declare dividend) s 0 | 
generally 

Same v Same (for discovery) s 0 | 
generally 

Kensington Co-operative Stores ld | 
McClintock v Kensington Co- | 
operative Stores 1d (for directions | 
as to joining in conveyance) 

Same v Same (on fur con) 

Milward v Avill & Smart ld (distri- | 
bution of assets) 





| 


| 
| 


Before Mr. Justice Byrne. 
Causes for Trial. 
(Without Witnesses and Adjourned | 
Summonses). 
In re Trotter Trotter v Trotter 
adjd sumns restored (first day of | 
Non- Witness acts) } 
In re Sheard Sheard v Fell adjd | 
sumns 
Emertom v Corbould special case 
In re Ogden Marshall vy McDonald | 
adjdsumns (so June 21) } 
In reGrant Grant v Graham adjd | 
sumns 
In re Baring Baringv Baring a4jd 
sumns 
Jacob v Bristol, &c, Building Society | 
adjd sumns 
In re Tne New Zealand Agricultural 
Cold Peterson v The Company | 
adjd sumns 
In re Geer Geer vy Geer adjd sumns | 
In re Swatman 
man adjd sumns 
In re Pritchard Palmer v Palmer 
adjd sumnes 
In re Earl Somers & Settled Land 
Act adjd sumns 
In re UBeddington 
Nicholls adjd sumns 
In re Wasteney Derham vy 
aAid sumns 


Nicholls vy 


‘In re Gartley 


| Dyer v Vinall 


Swatman v Swat- 


House v Slacey mf j 

Freeman v Laing act 

Norris v Vallance mf j 

Crocker v Heugh act without 
pleadings 

Mutton v Peat adjd sumns 

In re Farrant Pooles v Francis 

jd sumns 

In re Marsham Marsham v 
Marsham adjd sumns 

In re —— & Dowding’s Con- 
tract & V & P Act, 1874 adjd 


sumns 

In re Fletcher Tyson v Tyson 
adjd sumns 

In re Schweder’s Trusts adjd 
sumns (to come on with No. 50) 

Tabuteau v Nixon adjd sumns 

Inre Good Goodv Tracey adjd 


sumns 

In re Low Slocombe v Low. adjd 
sumns 

In re C Wheeler’s Settlement Trusts 
adjd sumns 

In re Prosser Lewis v Prosser adjd 
sumns 

In re Dixon 
sumns 

In re Christie Christie v Christie 
adjd sumns 

Inre Danson’s Trusts adjdsumns 

Taylor y Taylor act (short) 

Wright vLaw adjd sumns 

In re Paddington Estate, &c Orred 
v Ecclesiastical Commrs adjd 


sumns 

In re Kilmister & Cold Flateau v 
Kilmister & Co 1d act without 
pleadings 

In re Rosher Briant v Rosher 
adjd sumns 

In re C Rosher’s Trusts adjd 
sumns 

In re Bidder Owen v Bidder adjd 
sumns (procedure) 

In re Sanderson Sanderson v 
Sanderson adjd sumns 

Lyon vy Hughes adjd sumns 

Midgley v Pacific Contract Co adjd 
sumns (procedure) 

In reKnowles Knowles v Knowles 
adjd sumns 

In re Meyrick & Settled Land Acts 
adjd sumns 

In re Gibbs Sallai vSadler adjd 
sumns 

In re Attenborough Attenborough 


jd sumns 
adjd 


v Xoyle adjd 

In re Peel’s Settled Estates 
sumns (after any sumns already 

in list) 


Heynes v Dixon adjd 


Gray v Gartley 
adjd sumns 

In re Johnson Johnson v Johnson 
adjd sumns 

In re J C Schweder Schweder v 
Oppenheimer adjd sumns (No. 
24 to come on with this) 

In re Smithies Eastwood v Whit- 
aker adjd sumns 


Further Considerations. 

Hallett v Musgrave fur con, sumns 
to vary, and adjd sumns 

In re Tanner Young v Young 
far con & two adjd sumnses 

fur con 

In re Castell & Brown ld Roperv 
Castell & Brown ld _ fur con 

{In re Aman’s Middlewich Salt 
Works ld Cieay v Aman’s 
Middlewich Salt Works ld fur 
con 

| Before Mr. Justice Cozens-Hanrpy. 

| Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 

| Transferred by Order, dated May, 

5, 1899. 

| Beddington v Diechmann 

| _ trial 

| Bateman v Cooper act for trial 
Call v Faber act for trial 
Moyses v Barraud act for trial 


act for 


ld _ act for trial 

Hurst v Dendy the younger act 
for trial by order Jan 23, 1899 

Harding v Dixey act for trial 

Brewers & General Fire Insce & 
Guarantee Corpn Id v_ Sheen 
act for trial without pleadings 

Steel v Pellatt act for trial (not 
before July 4) 

Hamson v Heapy act for trial 

Webley v Rowe act for trial 

Kelly v Joyce act for trial 

Duke of Devonshire v Urban District 
Council of Buxton act for trial 

In re Powell Powell v Edwards 


Act 


treated as hearing of act by 
order, Feb , 1899 


act for trial 

YoungvCapron act for trial 

Lee v Lowe act for trial 

Muse v White act for trial 

Jones v Fox act for trial 

Rice v Noakes & Co, ld act for 
trial 

Aylward v Mortimore act for trial 

Triana v Paunchard & Co act for 
trial 

Parker v Mackenzie act for trial 

Wilkes v Wakeford act for trial 

Campbell v Gillespie act for trial 


order, Dec 22, 1898 

Cook v County of London Improved 
Dwellings Cold act for trial 

In re Norrington Norrington v 
Norrington adjd sumns entered 
as Witness Act and sumns of deft 
H Norrington by order 


probate) special case 


Ashwell & Nesbit ld & aur v Stanton 


Greenwold v Aikens 
Julian v Jay 


Loring & anr v Nield 
Morant v Head 


Local Government Board) 
Government Board 





| Board) 
| Lancashire The Queen v. Live 

Railway Co, (expte Banks) Ni 
| Same The Queen v. Liver 


Keighley v Birmingham Breweries | 





adjd sumns entered as Witness |- 


W J Rogers ld v Darch motn | 


re Fewson West v Fewson | 


Field, Keliher & Co v Zalinoff act | 

for trial (pleadings to be delivered) | 
Powles v Bignold act for trial by | 
| Burge v Ridgwell 


In re an Arbitration between Pearson and I’Anson and Calvert 


The London County Council v The East London Waterworks Co 


June 17, 1899, _ 


Reeks v Harper Harper v Reeks 
act & counterclaim 
=, Eskell act for trial (ptéf 


dead) 

Marsden v Blackwell Colliery Co ld 
act for trial 

Harmsworth v Jackson act for trial 

In re Ambler Ambler v Ambler 
act for trial 

Vidler v Conservators of the River 
Thames act for trial (June 12— 
after pt hd and case already fixed) 

Eckford v Taylor act for trial 


| McCraith v Miller act for trial 
| Keogh v Cates act for trial 


In re Brock’s Patent, No 16,672 of 
1887, &c petn entered in Witness 
List by order Feb 18, 1899 

Keevil v Blackstaffe act for trial 
(set down by order—pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Matthews v Elldred act for trial 


| Parham v Gardner act for trial 


Case v Cressy act for trial 

Hepworth v Pickles act for trial 

In re The London & Northern Bank 
ld & Co’s Acts motn entered in 
Witness List 

In re Stuart & Greater London 
Property Co ld and V & P Act 
1874 adjd sumns entered in wit- 
ness list 


| Gabb v Haywood act & counter- 


claim 
Chamier v Cobb act for trial 
Hartlepool Gas &c Co v North 
Eastern Ry Co act for trial 
Wright v Wright act for trial 
act without 
pleadings 


| Hewitt v Nurse & Co act for trial 


Rogers v Hosegood act for trial 
Slater v Arnold act for trial 
Papworth v Street act for trial 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Trinity S1rtrnes, 1899, 
Sprcrat Paper. 


For Argument. 


(s o for 


special 


case 
In re an Arbitration between Karl Salomon & Co and Naudzus & aur 
special case 
In re an Arbitration between White, Tomkins & Courage ld and Tomkins 
& ors special case 


Oprosep Mortons. 
For Judgment. 


For Argument. 


In re a Solicitor v Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In re a Solicitor v Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
In ra a Solicitor v Expte Incorporated Law Soc 


In re an Arbitration between The London County Council & Lewis & ors 
Erskine, Oxenford & Co v Sibley & anr 
| In re an Arbitration between George Nightingale & Field & Co 


Crown Parrr. 
For Argument, 


Pembrokeshire ‘The Queen v. Mayor, &c, of Boxpugh of Pembroke (expte 
Nisi for mandamus to obey order of Local 


County of London The Queen v. London County Council (expte Lee Local 
Nisi for mandamus to construct sewers, &c. 

1, St. Helen’s & South Lancashire 
for mandamus to take up award 
ol, St. Helen’s & South Lancashire Railway 


| Oo. (expte Wood) Nisi for mandamus to take up award 
Same The Queen v. Liverpool, St. Helen’s and South Lancashire Railway 
Co. (expte Mercer) Nisi for mandamus to {ake np award 
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June £7, 1899; 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


(Vol. 43.) 577 








Clege’s app 
Ccunty of London Armstrong v. London County Council magistrates case 
Worcestershire, Dudley Wassell & ors v. Wassell county court dft’s app 
Met Pol Dist South Met. Gas Co. v. London County Council magistrate’s 


case 

Northamptonshire The Queen v Wellingborough Union (expte Local 
Government Board) Nisi for mandamus te appoint Vaccination Officer 

Berkshire, Reading James v Bottril & Sons countycourt dft’s app 

Met Pol Dist The Queen v Lushington, Esq, Met Pol Mag, and Pardo 
(expte Keen) Nisi to state case 

Middlesex, Bow Mosely v Sladden & anr county court pltff’s app 

Batley Brearly v Morley magistrate’s case 

Wiltshire Dillon v Marquess of Bath magistrate’s case 

Suffolk, Ipswich Boaree v Dennis & Sons county court dft’s app 

Nottinghamshire Nix & The Beeston Brewery Co ld v Justices of the City 
of Nottingham Quarter Sessions specialcase applt’s app 

Same ler & Same v Same same 

Same Nicholls & Same vSame same 

Same Lowe € Same v Same same 

Same Lovett {Same vSame same 

Same Chettle &Samev Same same 

Met Pol Dist Carritt v Godson & Sons magistrate’s case 

England The Queen v Dunnill (expte Easingwold Union) 
attachment 

London Colman v Pricstnall Mayor’s Court deft’s appl 

Middlesex, Whitechapel Perilmon v Silverman county court plts’ app 

Southampton Lovell vy Rowe magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Marylebone Wright v Ottolino county court plt’s app 

Suffolk The Queen y Felixstowe Urban District Council (expte browle) 
Nisi for mandamus to approve plans 

Middlesex, Chelsea Faithfull Bros v Evans county court plts’ app 

Kingston-upon-Thames MacRae v West magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, Leeds Grindell vy Bowling county court —plt’s app 

City of London The Queen v Truscott, Esq & Sherrott & anr (expte 
Purcell) Nisi for certiorari for orders 

London Weeencraft v Sceptre Life Assoc county court dfts’ app 

Saffron Walden Flinn & Sons v magistrate’s case 

Hampshire, Southampton Norridge v Taylor county court dft’s app 

Essex, Chelmsford Poll vy Brown county court dft’s a 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Osment v Porter county court ”s app 

Glamorganshire Harrison v Giddings magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, Doncaster Gething v Waddington county court dft’s app 

Liverpool Williams vy London & North-Western Ry Co magistrate’s 
case 

Worcestershire, Worcester Willetts v Gibbs county court dft’s app 

Cumberland Warwick vy Graham magistrate’s case 

Central Criminal Court The Queen v Justices for the Jurisdiction of the 
Central Criminal Court (expte London County Council) Nisi for 
certiorari for order as to salaries of officers of court 

Surrey, Lambeth Newman v Farley county court dft’s app 

Exsex Reader v Banks magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Driver v London & North-Western Ry Co 


county court pltf’s app 
Edwards v Yull & ors 


Ncrfolk, Great Yarmouth 
Yull’s epp 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell Callow v Cruft’s Dog Show & anr 
dfts’ Croft’s Dog Show app 

greyed Leeds Rayner v Lord Mayor, Xc., of Leeds 
dfts’ app 

Glamorgan The Queen v Licensing Jj of Glamorganshire /expte Morgan) 

_ Nisi for mandamus to Jj, &c 

Northamptcnshire The Queen v Northampton (expte Local Government 
Board) Nisi for mandamus to appoint vaccination officer 

Glamorganshire, Cardiff Collins v Cardiff Ry Co county court dfts’ app 

Met Pol Dist Elliott & Co v London County Council magistrate’s case 

Worcestershire Jeffrey y Weaver magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, Brompton London Cab Co-operative Co v Fairman county 
court deft’s app 

Surrey, Wandsworth Dyne v Kennerley county court dft’s aj 

Yorkshire (W.R.) The Queen v Skelton & ors, Jj (expte Rhodes) Nisi for 
mandamus & transfer of licence 

Middlesex, Clerkenwell James v Turner county court dft’s app 

Hampshire, Southampton Chandler v Southampton Corpn Tramways 
county court dfts’ app 

Met Pol Dist Vestry, &c, St Margaret & St John, Westminster v Hoskins 
magistrate’s case 

Middlesex, We:tminster Hicks & Co v Clifford & anr 
plts’ ap 

Lalcestershire, Leicester Frisby v Melia & Co county court difts’ app 

Middlesex, Westminster “e & Todd v Woodward Electric Storage 
Battery Co ccunty court dfts’ a) 

pocachion, Bolton Smith, infant vDobeon & Barlow county court 
pltff’s ap 

Norfolk, ant Yarmouth Cok vy Hindle county court pltff’s app 

City of London The Queen vy Commrs of Income Tax for the City of 
London (expte British India Steam Navigation Co.) 

Met Pol Dis London County Council v Holzapfel’s Composition Co 

Devonshire The Queen v Major Lewis Brown & ora, Jj, & Sharland (expte 
Teignmouth, &c, Bridge Co) 

Surrey, Wandsworth Hawley & Co v Marshall (Meyer, clmt) 

Devonshire, Honiton Gliddon v Major 


Nisi for 





county court dft F. 
county court 


county court 


county court 


Cornwall The Queen v Grigg & ors, Overseers of St. Mawgan (expte St 
Mawgan School Board) 
Revenve Parer. 
For Judgment. 
The Univerzal Life Assce Soc and Bishop (Surveyor of Taxes) Grantham 
and Kennedy, JJ, ca v, March 24 
For Hearing. 
English Information. 
Attorney-General v H W Wack & ors 


Cases Stated. 
The Gresham Life Assce Co ld and Bishop (Surveyor of Taxes) 
Muller & Co’s Margarine ld & the Commrs of Inland Revenue 
The London & Westminster Bank ld and tame 
John William Garnett and same 


Petition Under Finance Act, 1894. 


Re Alfred Morrison, dec 
Mctions for Attachment, 5 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


June 19.—Mesars, Norton, Tarist, & Gripert, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Ground-rents 
of £68 14s., about six times secured on Shops and Houses in the Parish of Camberwell. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Budd, Johnsons, & Jecks, London. (See advertisement, this 


week, p. 6 ) 
June ed Danie Suita, Sox, & Orxcey, at Balcombe, near Haywards Heath :— 
The Furniture and Contents of a Mansion. (See advertisement, June 3, front page.) 
June 20.—Messrs. Davin Burnett & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Hampstead: Four semi- 
detached Family Resid 


ences ; let at rentals amoun' to £370 per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Bird & El Lond y: Freehold : 


a: ; let at 
£150 annum. Solicitors, Mesrs. Horsley & Weightman, London —Anerley: Two 

lies 
West, King. Adams. & Co, 


ences. Wimbledon: Villa Residence ; let at £42 annum. Solicitors, 4 

ion. — Muswell-hill: Small Detached Freehold 

Residence. Eleven Plots of Freehold Building Land. Solicitors, Messrs. Reep, Lane, 
& Co, London.—South Kensington: Residence; lease 68 years; ground-rent £10. 
H : Two Villa Residences; rental value £38 each. Solicitors, 
& Bosanquet, London.—Bexley: Freehold Deta Residence East Ham : Dwelling- 
house; producing £19 10s. perannum. Fin : Freehold Building Plots. Solicitor, 
Messrs. Proudfoot & Chaplin, London.—Tott : Villa Residence. vertise- 


ments, June 3, p. 7.) 
, - Tewson, Fanuer, & Barwocewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
ai 1 


Messrs. Mullers 


June 20.—Messrs. 
Family Residence, sp views extending to seven counties, em) i 
Windsor Castle, Ascot, the Hog’s Back, Guildford, &c ; held on leases for about 37 
years, with possession. Solicitors, Messrs. Baileys, Shaw, & Gillett, Lon¢con.—Knowle 
Green House, Staines, Middlesex : y, situate within a few minutes’ 


walk of the railway station ; the pemoeny Sao e long frontage to the Kingston-road ; 
total area about six acres. Solicitors, . Druces & Attlee, London.—Kent : 
Freehold Residential Pro} , known as Oakfield, in the parishes of Wilmington and 
Dartford, with long fron’ to the main road, about 1} miles from Dartford Station. 

Ford, & Chester, London.—Kent: About one mile 


> 0D 4 bet 





mansion (erected in the 16th century), and now in good 
London —Branch-bill Lodge, Hamp- 
and quietest positions, about 15 minutes’ 

erected about a.p. 1750 

and was afterwards in the occupation 
Macclesfield, of Lord Chancellor Lo ay i 

of Sir Baronet. Solicitors, Messrs. ye, 
Field, & See advertisements, June 2, 3.) 

June 20.—Messrs. Er.oart, at Mart, at 12 for 1: Residenc>, Queen's Gate- 
ete. i : Messrs. Woodrooffe & Burgess, London. (See advertisement, 
week, p. 6. 

June 21. Mesars. H. E. Foster & Craxrrgcp, at the Mart, at 2:—City of London: Well- 

situate long Leasehold Warehouse, iately facing the Midland 


ith Shop). producing £126 2 van 
sq. ‘Lond “atm my a Semi-detached Residence ; let at £45 per annum. 
Solicitors, Messrs. vale, 
house, containing 9 rooms; 





Roy & Cartwright, London, (See advertisement, June 10, p.5.) _ 
June 2.— Messrs. ‘Br. Quirtix & Sox, at the Mart, at 2:—City ‘of London: Free- 
hold Ground-rent (No. 6, Newgate-street). Undivided in a Freehold 
Ground-rent of £233 per annum, with valuable reversion in 11 years, secured 
building of 6 floors, foving frontage 
— eee eae foal old Property, listance of 
— : . q a 
station ; about 2} acres in extent. Solicitors, Messrs, E. F, & fi. Landon, London. 


See advertisements, June 3, p. 10. 

Jute eae os Youne & Tine the Mart,at 2:—Brixton: Bight Leasehold 
Houses, situate two minutes from Brixton Station (L.C.D. Ry.) ; producing 
srs. Bettarses ; Five Lane Lg pen th gf ee" Q os 

ubbard, .. London. — 3 ouse, producing per 
annum. Goluitors, Afeers, Melvl, Green, & Chace, W .—Pitsea, Essex : 

Three Building Estates. Solicitor, Chalton Hubbard, Esq., London, (See advertise- 

ments, June 3, p. 5.) 

essrs. Piaseneven, Exus, Eaxrros, Breacu, Garswoarny, & Co., at the 

Mart, at 2 Ti - : i ite situated ia H Fay —_ to 

y. W. area upwards sq. ft, 
. Solicitors, Messrs. Torr, Gribble, Oddie, & ont 

\e pstead : Ry yoyo a — rental a 

f £110 ; beld from freeholder for years at a ground-rent < 

£14 per } = Rng " ~ <a Carliele, Unna, Rider, & Heaton, London. 

ertisements, June 3, p. 25. 

el 22. Mesars. cc. & T. Moons, at the Mart, at 2:—West Ham Park, B. (close to) : 
Four Terrace Houses, let at £122 4s. per annum. @. J. P.M d 

Wool wich.—Burdett-road, Limehouse : Dwelling-Houses, let at £76 l4s. per 

annum, Messrs, Lea & Lea, London.—Bow: Freehold House, at 

£82 10s, per annum. West Ham: Freehold House, let at £59 16s, 

Limebouse: Leasekold Residence, St. Paul's-road, Burdett-road ; 





annua. 
value £40 
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Solicitors, Messrs. R. = E. ph yeanes = London.—West Norwood : Lease- 


old Resid Residence, with vacant completion; rental value £45 per annum. 
d Solicitors, Messrs. Lyne & Holman, Sonien. (See advertisements, June 3, p, 11.) 
June 23.—Messrs. E. & 8. Sms, at the Mart, at 2:—Mlerkenwell: Weekl 





y 
producing £100 2s. per annum. Stoke Newington: House and Shop. let at per 
annum. Peckham: Corner House and Shop, let at £30 per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Boulton, Sons, & Sandeman, London. (See advertisement, June 10, p. | 

June 23.—Messrs, Wattox & Lex (in conjunction with Messrs. Perxixs & Sons), at the 
Auction Mart, Southampton, at 2 for 3 :—Oaklands, Marchwood [nifeoes ye South- 


ampton Water): Freehold Residential Property, situate on the main road from bard 

pton ; about 47 acres in extent. Solicitors, Messrs. Smit 
i BR Southampton.—(In conjunction with Messrs. Franklin, Gale, & AJ - 
; Oxon (on the borders of Berks): Freehold Residential Pro , known as 
y Park, having a river frontage of nearly half-a-mile. thin a mile 
olicitors, Messrs. 


of W: extending over an area of about 112 acres. 
Hawks, Makes, & McKewan, London. — ordshire: Residential Property, 
known as “The Knoll,” situate on the outskirts of the village of Barton-under- 

Needwood, about five miles from Burton-on-Trent. Solicitors, Messrs. Greenall & 
Buckton, Warrington. (See advertisements, June 3, p. 8.) 


RESULTS OF SALES. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxrievp held their usual fortnightly sale of Reversion, and 
i Policies at the Mart on Thursday last, and succeeded in selling the following Interests 
at he nan —. The total of the sale being £13,020, “ 

i To ¥ Trt Fund, value £27,340 Railway and Debenture Stock; nite 

eee 7,750 

To Ones f of a Trust Estate, value £7 397 in ‘Railway and Hotel 

Shares ; eg 73, ooo gentleman n now 22 survives her 
till he is 25; policy .. : ee - «» ae 

POLICIES : 

For £2,200; lifesO ves wen sen oe én ves es 500 
For 2,000, £1,000 ; ae "eet ii on cue se oe = ogg 080 
For £500; life 60 ois _ oon a —_ ow os 290 
For £200; life 72 ose 160 


Messrs. Davip Burvert & Co. sold at the Mart, on June 4, 68 £25 Shares, 21 5s. each 
paid, in the Star Life Assurance Society for £3,533. 
aan. C. C. & T. Moorz sold, at the Mart, on Thursday last : 45, Bancroft-road, Mile 
End (Leasehold), £450; 4 Leaseholds, 57-60, St. Peter’s-road, Mile End, £1,585 ; Freehold 
Ground-rents, secured on 36-39, Duncan-square, London Fields, £800; ‘Leasehold Factory 
adjoining, 2950; 11 Freeholds, 2-20, Sheep-lane, London Fields, £3.35; 6 Freeholds, 1-11, 
Mead-place, Hackn ey, £1,130; 56, Lauriston-road, Hackney, £1,155 ; 29 Leaseholds, 28-32, 
Ruston-street, and 1-32 (ev en), Locton-street, £3,605. Result of sale was over £13,000. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazeite.—Fripay, June 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luargp 1x Caancery. 

Bewievcre ae ETARY, gn pena are required, on or before July 18, to send 
their names and addresses, an Se ee of their debts or claims, to W. Harcourt 
Bustard, 20, Abchurch lane. Vallance & Co, Lombard House, solors for liquidator 

Briacxetrs Mixes, Lowitzp are required, on or before July 18, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr T. G. Haward, 
Chiswell House, Finsbury pavement. Vallance & Co, Lombard House, solors for 


Fo.xzstose Racecounsr Co, Limrep (OLtp Company, 1896, 1x Liquipatios)—Creditors 
are required, a= or = Monday, Aug 7, to send their names addresses, and the 
oy hall wey debts or claims, to J. William Marshall, 47, Duke st, St James’s. 

& Lumley, 37, Conduit st, Bond, st, solors + dong sed 

Haveaki Gotpes Act a ia Limitep re required, on or before July 31, 
to send names and of their debts or claims, to John 
Ball pak 1, — bidgs, Basi Basinghall st Cheston & Sons, 1, Great Winchester st, 


ay y atom ous Mises, gee ye are required, on or before July 29, to 
send their names and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Julius 
Byrne, 81, Gmacechaneh ot 

Mexicas Prorentizs axp Petroeva SyNpIC ATE, Liurrep—Creditors are uired, on 

or before June 23, to heir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Frederick William Sellick, 21, Mincing lane 

Movst Grarzsocx Gop Estarzs, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 18, 

to send names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

y W. H. Byrne, $1, Gracechurch st. Vallance & Co, Lombard House, solors for 


Natioxs Coysons ee D Mixes, Liurtep—Creditora are required, on or before July 29, to 
send their names and addresses, and the ticulars of their debts or c f 
Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gensochueehs ot sist hcehtecae 

MiaGana Prorzistany Gop Mixes (W.A.), Lauren (1x Liquip astos)—Cuediiess are 
required, on or before July 21, to send their names and addresses, wi! ene 
their debts or to Newman Mayo Ogle, ‘of Worcester House, Walbees 

Pax Fuz aonene, Lontep—Creditors are required, on or before — 6, : send their 
names and address, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. H. Legg, 17, 


Prorertizs cee Se 1 tab We Dee for Ay 4 a dice“ appeariog 

PR cnn ceeding a eed than 6 ofelock i th aft opener be nd on or before 
Oy doy fn ny omy A Tg CL 

oon, Ie Lentenkall st, ecters for lll ep Open ne 2 are required, on 
—- Bl, to ee ae, ont he particulars of their debts and 


Bovruzzx J Li roti 
UMPERS, — tore are on or before July 10, to send ee 
rdisrae Pogue debts or claims, to We sees 


names 
Sg 1 

manos, Liutrep uired, on or before July 31, to send their names and 
"cdvemes awl the particular debts or claims, to Waltes Oven Ga 14, Iron- 


—Creditors are 
Writs or Warn L (1, Commercial F 
Atxsnoves, LiurrEep Ooi orster 
Worsted pm bp ee —Creditors are aa. | I. send end. in their Teations, Rape | 


addresses, and of their debts or to 5 I 4, 
Lancashire and Yorkshir Bank C ina to fan Inga CBr. 
Halt rant e chmbra, Commercia! Halifax. 


Lontim Gastte,—Trrspay, June 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
shia Lamitep te Cmancerr. 
soostn” Srxamsnie Co, Laurrep—OCreditors are required, on or before Aug 8, to 
grad thets mazes ani aidreain, and the particulars of their Acbta or claims, to EAmund 
Aso1eCostisextat Gow Bremeate, Laxiren (15 Liguipatiow) —Creditors are required, 
Fhe wg by to thetr names and ontrepee, ani and th the particulars of their 
debts of claims, t> Waltom Pitzjamex Turner, 22, Austin friars 
Crwrzat Tes azn Gevens Howvsxs Co, Lanrreo Creditors ar 
17, to send their name and a/Aresscs, and 


e required, on or before July 
by: particulars of their aebta or claims, rf 





Charles Cox Smith, Cobden chmbrs, Corporation st, Birmingham. Smith, Birmicgham, 
solor to liquidator 
Cuisry Cement Co, Lauren (1x Liqu ogee Fy are required, on or before July 
92, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Henry Fox, 9, Austin Friars 
CorporaTION OF British Investors. Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented June 8, 
directed to be heard on June 24. Preston, 17, Coleman st, solor for r the petners. Notice 
of agpeang must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Jun 
Gian — Cement AND Wuitine Co, Liurrep (1x Liquipation’—Oreditors a-e 
eir names and ad th 


required. on or before 9 ho 13, to send th e particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Thomas Turketine, 52, Coleman st. Keene & Co, 15, Seething 


lane, solora to the liquida’ 
Hir or Miss Proprietary Goup Mixes, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 29, to send their names and resses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 


to ‘lite Wilson ey ag oe Byrne, 81, ¢ 81, Gracechurch st 
Liver ACETYLENE Gas Co, LiwitEp—Creditors are required, on or before June * ss send 
their names and addresses, and the pestiodieas 2 of their debts or claims, to W. E. 


Stacey, 2, Molyneux pl, Liver, 
Wri Roprxson (Mancuester), Linrtep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, 
to send their names snd addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
jo? aoe ag 68, Brown st, Manchester 
Writs Consonipatep Gotp Mixixe Co, LiutEp—Creditors are required, on or before 
J tg! 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, 
Julius Wilson Hetherington Byrne, 81, Gracechurch st 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
ApeRpULAIs Murua. TerminaBLe Buivpers’ Society, Lumrep, Aberdulais, Glamorgan 


une 6 
Ayscrent Britoys Frirenpty Society, Middleton, Lancaster June 5 
Court Goop Witt to Men or Axcrext Foresters Frrexpiy Socizty, Goulceby, 


Lincola June6é 
Prive on Stavety Lopce Graxp Usitepo Orper or Oppretiows, Staveley, Derby 


June 5 
ee 


Warninc To 1nTenDING Hovse Purcuasers anp Lesszes.—Before pure 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.”’—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Ciaim. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, June 9. 
Beare, WiLL1AM, Bexley Heath, Kent July 7 Avery & Wolverson, New Cross rd 


Beaumont, Witi1am Jouy, Milton next Sittingbourne, Kent July5 Harris & Harris, 


Sittingbourne 
Beynoy, Jouy, Trewern, Pembroke July 31 Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 


Boos, Henny Joux, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Ironmonger July 5 Taylor, Essex st, 


Strand 
BucHaNan, James, Rhyl, Flint July 10 Younge & Co, Sheffield 
CrarKE, Jous, Whimple, Devon June 30 J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 
Corner, WitL1aM, Helsby, Chester July 19 Burton, Runcorn 
Coouns, Any, Oxford July 15 Galpin, Oxford 
Corsisa_ey, Haynau, Audenshaw, nr Manchester July 8 Woolfenden, Denton 
Craven, Joux, Stanbury, nr Haworth, York, Shoemaker July 9 Naylor, Keighley 
Cross, Cuagies Wittiam Cant, Clapham July 20 Davidson, Spring gdns 
Davies, Many, Tregony, Cornwall July 10 Shilson & Co, St Austell 
Dexey, Witt1Am Hopasoy, Otley, York July 26 Weatherhead & Knowles, Bingley 
Dewwis, Recap Fro.iio1r, Newbury, Berks, Surgeon July 10 Taylor & Co, Norfolk 


st, 
Dickson, Mrs Kervran, Tanbridge Wells July12 Foord, Philpot In 
Dozerty, Catnerine, Elizabeth st July 15 Ellis, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Dore, WittiaM, pel . Peter's, Bucks, Baptist Minister July 10 Coraellis & Co, 


uality ct, Chance’ 
Epwakrps, Bews, Bishop's 3 4 Victoria pk July1 Fishers, Essex st, Strand 


Esuen, Right Hon Wittiam Baiot Viscount, Ennismore gdns Few & Co, Surrey st, 


8 
Foster, Ricuarp, Nottingham July 31 Hodgkinson, Newark on Trent 
Gatton, Sir Doveras, Chester st, Grosvenor pl July 20 Wilde & Co, College hill 
Gosnen, Catugnixe Many, Lilandewi Velfrey, Pembroke July 31 Eaton & Co, 


verfordwest 
Gittmay, Cuaries Brown, Deal, Kent July 10 Brown & Brown, Deal 


Soom, Joux Ricnarp Race, Surbiton, Surrey July 1 Pitchforth & Co, Bucklers- 


Goovt a Cuarces Evwanv, West Dulwich July 22 Ratcliffe & Co, Craven st 
Grzttox, Fayny, Winshill, Derby July 20 Small & Talbot, Burton on Trent 

Grove, Susax, Darlaston, Staffs June15 Willcock & Taylor, Wolverhampton 
Hatyeswortn, Epwiy, Bayswater July 15 Rowcliffes & Co, Bedford row 

Harcn, F W, Bromley, Kent July 31 Orgill, Lincoln’s inn flelds 

Haywanp, Sir Witt1am Wen, Rochester, Solicitor July 15 Hayward & Smith, Rochester 
Messen, Bo Oy the Right | ow Fanner, Baron, GC B, Grosvenor gins July 12 Houseman 


Princes st, Storey’s gate 
Hovesox, Sanan, Norwich Augast1 Francis & Back, Norwich 


Homewoov, Converts, Hampstead July 15 Rexworthy & Co, Cheapside 
Hoorenr, Hewny, Cheriton Fitzpaine, Devon July 8 Sparkes & Co, Crediton 
Jxavoxs, Samver, Birmingham July8 Baker, Birminghgm 

Jexsixos, Lavinia Evans, Twynersh, nr Chertaey July 31 Budd & Co, Austin Friars 
Jouss, Jauxs, Churchtown, Southport July 31 Eaton & Co, Haverfordwest 
Joxns, Josuva, Eccles, Lancs, Beer Retailer July 14 Watson, Manchester 
Joven, Eriza Mary, Lee, Kent July 9 Dodd, Lewisham 

Jupp, Canotixe Catuxnixy, Laverpool July 9 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Kiwick, Betis, Bath July 10 Tucker, Bath 

Kwaruan, Joun, Peckham July 16 Miall & Co, St Swithin’s In 

Leamoyx, Many Avs, West Bromwich June 30 Glater & Co, Darlaston 
Lomax, Ricuanp, Eecles, Lancs, Painter June 30 Watson, Manchester 
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Maxniort, SamvEL, Elm Bank, Hornseyin July1 Fitch, Bedford row 

Mavp, Rev Jonx Primatt, Ryde,I W July5 Flint & Gardner, St Helen’s pl 
Meanseck, Tuomas, Sheffield July 10 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

Mutter, Tuomas, South Audley st July 20 Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 

Oran, Henry, Leicester, Butcher July5 Jackson, Leicester 

Oxtry, Ropert, Eton rd, Haverstock hill July 15 Caprons & Co, Savile pl, Conduit st 
Parker, Joun Bartiert, Brixton Augi Taylor & Co, Strand 

Parcuett, Percy, Wellington, Salop, Ironfounder July 14 Lane & Co, Birmingham | 
Peanse, Many, Plymouth, Newsagent July 20 Gidley & Son, Plymouth | West, Jae, Bethnal 


Suaw, Epwarp, L 
Sarre, WitviaM, 


| Spencer, 





Sca.EicuEr, Soa James, Stratford, Pawnbroker July 15 Robinson & Stannard, 
SHaKeER.ey, Sin Cuar.tes WATKIN, Gate 


July 
Sty at rt dite & 1 & > on 
July 29 ye Wiitaker, Ace 


| SpecKieron, CaTHagtxe, Ardwick, Manchester July 1 sy vl Manchester 
‘A, Portsmouth July1 Sherwin, 
S8racey, Yama Hicks, Whitefriars st, Publisher Jul, ? ait. —y 
TANNAHILL, ANDREW, Mincing In, Merchant July 1 
Tovurtz, Joun Joseru, Theobald’s rd, Solicitor Aug 1 Seether, head st, Strand 
Towanrp, Jony Epwarp, Liverpool July 8 Grierson & Mason, Liverpool 


p ons Self & Co 
ld Broad st 


July 31 Voss, Bethnal Green rd 


Peterson, Rey Wit11Am, Holsworthy, Devon July 15 Peterson, Lincoln’s inn fields Westwoop, Ricuarp, Worcester, Draper July 17 Campbell, Worcester 


Pures, Rey Hexry Gray, Totnes July10 Cumberland, Bristol 

PoLGLAsE, Jonn, Richmond, Penzance July 31 Boase, Penzance 

ParesTNALL, Joun, Rochdale July2 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 

PriesTNALL, Mantua, Buersil, nr Rochdale July2 Wiles & Thompson, Rochdale 
Rorzr, Aaron, Heeley, Sheffield July 31 Branson & Son, Sheffield 


RowsoTrom, James, Oldham Augi2 Rowntree, Oldham dent July 10 Orrell, 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | Brow. ry Wituiam Avpeat, and Patnicx Ecan, Great Tower 
pe ge lla? Aig * ney | sf, Spirit Merchants June 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. | Bussy, Exo, Clement’s fen geome, Journalist June 16 

Arvotp, Gzorce Wi.wiam, Kingston sae | mee, Grocer | at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June7 Ord J | CuaANDLER, ARTHUR ALFRED lon Herne Bay, Kent, 
Baxer, CHARLES Stuart, West 7 ‘vil Engineer Licensed Victualler Junelé6atil Off Rec, 73, Castle 

High Court Pet June6é Ord J st, Canterb’ 

Boxsirorp Brotuers & Co, betes, "Warwick, Engineers | CLARKE, JOSEPH, 
Warwick Pet June5 Ord June 5 at12 24, Railway a 


nham, Suxeey, Nurseryman June 19 
Brown, ArncuipaLp, Trafalgur rd, Old Kent rd High | Davies, aa ARD Retna rs Worcester, Farmer June 21 


Court Pet May19 Ord June 8 at 10 nhagen st, Worcester 
Brows, ae LIAM ALBERT, and Patrick Euan,Gt Tower st, | Drypen, Taos. ‘ooler, Northumberland Grocer June 
Spirit Merchants High Court Pet May 17 Ord June 5 | 27 at 


10.30 Off Rec, 30, mg Fe Newcastle on Tyne 
Bussy, F Morr, Clement’s inn passage, Journalist High | Epwarps Broraers, Li 1, Builders June 21 at 12 
Court Pet May10 Ord June7 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Carter. Jonny Situ, Preston, Iron Turner Preston Pet | Fe..uGert, GrorGe Hacon, Portslade, Sussex, Grocer 
June5 Ord June 5 June 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
CuaxpLerR, Arruur AL¥Frep Jonx, Herne Bay, =| Giapwyy, Heyry Mayrizxp, Bishop’s Frome, Hereford, 
Lacensed Victualler Canterbury Pet May 23 Farmer June 19 at1l as, Sopemenae Worcester 
June 3 Gorpoxy, Wriuiam Maxwett, Liverpool, Timber Mer- 
CocksepGk, Hersert Mose.ey, niet, 1 Leeds, Works chant June 2lat2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 
ae Leeds Pet May16 Ord June5 pool 
Dav ae be La poe Coal Miner Pontypridd Pet | Hase, Exizaseru, Weston super Mare 
y 


Ord May 31 June 16 at 11 'W H Tamlyn, High st, B 
Dow1ixe, Wit114M, Old Bailey, one Victualler High | Hastam, Srzruen, Chester, Innkeeper Fuelreril C Crypt 
Court Pet June7 Ord June7 chmb: row, Chester 


Drake, Jonn Henry, Leicester, Broker Leicester Pet | Hvanes, Davin, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvons, Painter 

June6 Urd June 6 6 at 
Drvce, — Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet May 24 | Hvumm, Rosert Epwarp, Plymouth, Cycle Manufacturer 

Ord June 7 June 19 at 4 George and Railway Hotel, Victoria st, 
Dunnam, , a Frep Parren, Brid; pst, Demet, Hair- | Bristol 

dresser Dorchester Pet June5 Ord June 5 | JE —, WILuiaxs, py cee Contractor June 
Feittcert, Grorce Hacoy, —— Sussex, Grocer | 19 at2 Off Ree, 31 

Brighton Pet June 5 Ord Juni Joruiy, wep Soy! nr Halifax, Farmer June 20 at 
Fisnesn, Witu1am Bop.ey, Bristol, Underclothing Manu- 11. 30 ff Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

facturer Bristol PetJune5 Ord June 5 Kay J tees Epwarp, Brooksbottoms, nr Bury, Slipper 

‘Maker June 21 at 10.80 16, Wood st, Bolton 
KNow .es, + Hanley, Staffs, Grocer =e 16 at 10.30 


Grit, WILLIAM ALFRED, Folkestone, Butcher Canterbury 
Off Rec, King st, a under L; 
RD. > Bparkhill — June 21 


Pet May 26 Ord June 7 
Gixty, Joux, Dewsbury, Fish Salesman Dewsbury Pet 
— ; 7 aed. on 
atil 174, 
, Essex, Plumber 
——_ chmbrs, brs, Temple ay 


June5 Ord June 5 
| Lazert, Caries yg ay a 
, Builder June 16 at 








Goprrey, Grorce THomas, , Balham, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Hiceiss, Wittiam Benyert, Bedford, Tailor Bedford | June wWat3 Off Rec, 95. 
Pet June5 Ord June 5 Mack, Tomas a, 


Horxinson, WALTER, et, gham, Bradford, Railway | 12 County and Borough 

Clerk Bradford Pet Tunes Ord June 6 Monsz, Harry AUBREY, ‘Adelaide st, Toy-shop Keeper 
Hunter, Cuaruizs, Swadlincote, Derby, Fishmonger | June léati12 B itey — st 

Burton on Trent Pet June7 Ord June Pexrotp, Arceyt W, Aldersgate st, 
Hymay, Jacos Hargis, Dowlais, Glam, ; ~ Merthyr | — Manufacturer June 19 at 2.30 Bankru; ptcy 

Tyafil Pet June5 Ord June 5 ~_ st 


~\, ay Butcher June 
at 3 Hosier June 16 at 


FRED, ands Ly 
etJune7 Ord June7 16 at 330 Court house, 
oom, Ss H A, Ealing, Builder Brentford Pet May 13 ) ScHLEIFSTEIN, peer bk Commercial 


ll \dgs, Carey 
Tonks, Sons, Walsall, Tailor Walsall Pet June 3 ord | Suiacey, — EL, Pee a oster OT Wholesale Grocer June 16 
June at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


qommen, , Grorce, Dewsbury, Warehouseman tee! | a) 
at 


| Wesrwoop, Witnetaixa Sopnia, Worcester July 17 Campbell, Worcester 
| Waeeasn, Maerua, Hyde Park gardens July10 Rundle & Hobrow, Portland House, 


| wares Wear Henry, Twickenham July 6 Sorrell, Trinity sq 
| Wivter, Jouy, Portland, Dorset July1 Pantis, Poole 
Zierscn, CuaistrAN Tusopor Herman, Old Trafford, Manchester, Foreign Correspon- 
Manchester 


Fe.icetr, Georce Hacoy, a Sussex, Grocer 
ton Pet June 5 Ord J 
ony, > es Atrrep, Folkestone, -_ Canterbury 
Ss Ord June 7 
quae ILLIAM Maxwe.u, Liverpeal, Timber Merchant 
Liverpool Pet May8 Ord J 
Gray, ARCHIBALD noon ell and Sane Goves Dixrey, 
Peckham ‘h Court at 


27 Ord June 5 
Harxes, Geonce, Ross, Herefi Surveyer Hereford 
Pet 15 Ord June 5 


Hiceins, Wituiam™ puswart, Bedford, Tailor Bedford 
Pet June 5 Ord June 5 

Horxtysox, Water, Mai Bradford, Railway 

radford Pet Juneé Ord June 6 : 

Hvucerss, Wittiam, Ro =>" + Jed Merchant High 
Court Pet May17 Ord June 7 ‘ 

Henrer, Canaries, Swadlincote, Date, , Naneee 
Burton on Trent Pet June7 Ord Jun 

Hymay, Jacos —, D —e oe, Decke Merthyr 
Tydfil PetJune5 Ord June 5 

Jouxsoxy, Grorce, Dewsb: York, Warehouseman 

Pet June 7 ’June 7 


Jones, sy" Portmadoc, Sather Portma- 
x kg i 12 Ord June7 B - 
ay, Wittram Epwapp. , nr Bury, Slipper 
Maker Bolton Pet June7 Ord June ’ 


Lepsvry, ar Croydon, Builder Testes Pet 
Mayi18 Ord June 6 
Lixrxetox, Watter, Swanage, Dorset, Butcher Puvole 


Pet June 2 Ord June 7 

Morats, WILLiAM , Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet June6 Ord June7 

Morse, Harry Avsrey, a st, Sede Keeper 
High Court Pet June7 Ord June 

Newron, Joux, Whitby, York, Butcher “ Stockton on Tees 
Pet June 5 Ord June 5 

Oaxcey, Wii.iam Artuur, Bow, Ironfounder High 
Court Pet June2 Ord June 7 

Rassetts, WALTER WILLIAM Hay, Portsmouth, Watch- 
maker Portsmouth Pet June3 Ord June 3 


Roserts, Grirrits, Blaenau Featiniog, Merioneths, Joiner 
Portmadoc Pet June5 Oxd June 5 


Satwox. Tuomas Henry, » Engineer North- 
eo am) mm, Feb16 Ord Juneé asd 
HNEIDER, Peter, Cleobury Tobacconist 
Kidderminstec Pet June 6 OrdJuneé” 


Suetpon, Jous, Sheffield, Draper Sheificla Pet June 6 
Ord June 6 


Surrcey. Saucer, Manchester, Wholesale Grocer Man- 
chester Pet May 29 Oni June 6 


Skevinerox, Freogrics, Ga 
ufacturer i Ord June 5 
SrrrHensos, ALFRED, . York, Wi Manu 
Dewsb Pet June7 Ord June7 
Srocerey, Wituiam Grorcr, Wi Dorset, Boot 


‘areham, 
May ill Ord June6é 
Stow, Wiiw1aM, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet May 
17 Ord June 5 





Manchester 
Kay, . Epwarp, Brooksbottom, = Bury, Btipper | | one CHARLES FreDeRick, ang Butcher June 16 at 11 
Maker Bolton Pet June7 Ord Jun ff Rec, 40, St Mary’s a 
Kinsy, Sir Atrrep, Cornhill High Court Pet April 27 | gua Fraxk Ropert, swor' peeeet Mounter 
a - 7 - @iam, Build a June 16 ¢ 12 174, ration st, Bi irmi Aston, W wi, 
Ris, WILLiAM, cnyeraig, er Pontypridd TEPHENS, EDERICK ORTH, ‘arwi 
PetJuneé Ord J Builder Juneléatll 174, }—z 8 
Monrsr,; Harry ous par — “Adelaide-st, Zor shop Keeper | ham 
High Court June? Ord June7 | Tuompson, WittiamM Francis, Wisbech St Peter, Cam- 
ae, seus, Whitby, Yo York, Butcher Stockton on Tees bridge, Glass Dealer June 16at3 Court house,” King’s 
une June 5 
Rasserrs, WALTER WILLIAM Henny, Postamouth, Watch- | re -—* Exvest Goonen, 3 Halifax, Joiner June 20 at 12 
er Portamouth Pet June3 Ord June | Off Rec, Town Hall chmbrs, Halifax 
Rosents, Grirritn, Blaenau a= 5 ets | Wa xen, Bow ARD JOHN, Lone Ow ner June 17 
Joiner oc Pet June 5 une 5 at12 Off Reo, 8, King st 
Rosgrts, Wiit1Am, Coleford, Gloucester, Solicitor New- | Wasm. yt Dewsbury, _ June 16 at 3 
port, Mon Pet April 25 Ord June 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, , 
Rocrrs, Wiitiam Rossert, Beaforth, Builder Liverpool | | Witsoy, Witttax ROBERTSON Gate, Essex, Salt 
Pet April 28 Ord June 6 Merchant June 19 at 12 cy bldgs, Carey st 
ScunzipEr, Perer, Closbury Mortimer, Salon, Tobacconist ADJUDICATIO: 
Kidd ster Pet Juneé Ord J Anvotp, Groner WiL114M upon Hull, Grocer 
Buripon, Joux, Sheffield, Draper Shetiteld Pet June 6 — Hull Ord June 7_ Pet June 7 
rd June 6 Bout, James Jony, Wimbledon, Jeweller’s Assistant 
Burry, fawe kL, Manchester, Wholesale Grocer Man- , Surrey Ord March 24 Pet June 6 
chester PetMay 29 Ord June 5 Bres.aver, Moritz — Brighton, Company Promoter 
Sternensox, ALraep, Morley, Yorks, Woollen Brighton Ord June 5 
Manufacturer Dewsbury Pet. June7 Ord June 7 Brown, Writiam Axasnt, and Parrick Eaayx, Gt 
Vaxpersteex, Josern Brnjamiy, Brixton, Fishm: "3 Tower st, Spirit Merchants High Court Ord May 17 
Assistant High Court Pet June 5 Ord June & Pet June 
Wuartoy, Arnent, Dewsbury, Labourer Dewsbury Pet | Carrer, Joun Sith, Preston, Iron Turner Preston Oni | 
June 6 Ord June 6 June 5 Pet June 5 
Winrr arn, Josern Cetiem, Corn Merchant Oldham | Davine, Da Davi, Treharra, gum. Coal Miaer Pontypridd 











tJune7 Ord Jun 
FIRST. MEETINGS. Dowsine, 7 Watt Old ley, Licensed Victualler High 


Bavcock, Daniet, and Maricpa Bapcock, Ledb Ord June 7 Pet June 
moan, Drapers June 20 at 11 45, Copenhage | 2 ee Joun 5 ays Leicoster, , Leicester Ord 
une une 


Brows, Ancuina.p, Traf ar rd, Old Kent rd J | Dunnam Avni Freep Parrey, Brid 
wii Baskruphoy tise Canoe une 16 | NGreswt Dorchester Pet June 5 Grd Yate 6 


Dorset, Hair Pe Rene ns BwaNees, 
Oni June 9 


TxorntTon, JosErn, Be Pee Oe Brushmaker High 
Vv a ‘i. Fish 7 
ESN, OSEPH Aaeody 3 
ANDERSTERN, a Be = Re mange 
Waranrtox, x Dewsbury, York, Labourer Gienee 
Pet Ji Ord June 


‘une 6 
Warttaker, Josern, so Corn Merchant Oldham 

Pet June 7 Ord June 
Weasame, FPrepenick Wacren, Tih — Lanes, Builder 


Pet Ma 
Teazew, Sapuams C, Lombard st “High Court Pet March 
6 


une 1 
London Gazetie.—Tusspay, June 13. 
RECEIVING @ ORDERS. 
Bexxetro, Cuartrs, and Epcas Bexxerro, Newquay, 
Cornwall Butchers t June 10 Oxi June 10 


BLACKMORE, Waren Gronor, Sapuaan, Bater Chel- 
tenham PetJumeS Ord June 

Barapox, Rosser, ye = Provision Dealer Man- 
chester Pet JuneS Ord June § 

Brows, Artuve Groros, . Engineer Man- 
chester Pet May 29 Oni June 9 

Buexryauam, Mark, Chesham, Cowhseper Aylesbury Pet 
May 26 Ord June 9 

Cnorsare, , Msaas, Ramagate, , Kent, Fruiterer Canterbury 
Pet J 

Curwty, Farosarcx Tromas, Beaten, Boot Dealer 
Birmi Pet JuaneS Ord Juae 8 

| Cours, Penouason, Same, Gardener Oxford Pet June 

Ord Jane 1 


niae Connap EB, 7 @eanann Donivo, and Paci 
Hernicn Burman penten, Biditer s) dDidgs, Merchants 


High Uvart Satthe a? par 
LES, on w Crusher 

Bran iagaen TN June § Ord June 8 
Swantea Pet June 9 


—- 
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Girt, Witt, Congresbury, Somerset, Farmer Wells 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

Goupsmitn, AtseRt, Bishopsgate st Without, Fruiterer 
High Court PetJune9 Ord June 9 

Green, Georce Curves, Leicester, Baker’ Leicester Pet 
June10 Ord June 10 

GrereNstave, Cuartes, Cwmbran, Mon, Draper Newport, 
Mon PetJuneS Ord June 8 

Hevcrs, Jouys, & Bon, Kingsland 1d, or Merchants 

h Court Pet May17 Ord June 9 

Hewxpersox, Doxatv Davin, _West Kensington High 
Court Pet April17 Ord June 9 

Hovesos, Narnay Batrey, Jonxn Wittiam Hopeson, 
Wituram Hopvasox, Jane Hoveson, and Hevena Any 
Hovesox, Yeadon, nr Leeds, —— Manufacturers 
Leeds Pet June1 Ord Junel 

Ixzic, ALec Gavas, White Post lane, Victoria Park, Elec- 
trical Engineer High Court Pet June8 O:d June8 

Inskir, Tuomas, Bedford, Whitesmith Bedford Pet June 
10’ Ord June 10 


Isaacs, CuHartes Isaac, Kilburn, Furniture Dealer High | 
Co 


urt PetJune9 Ord June9 

James, Saran, Grosmont, Mon, Farmer Hereford Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 

JENNER, Jonn Epwarp, ~ gaanmeeen Builder High Court 
Pet April 10 Ord June 9 

, Paternoster row, Job Buyer High Court Pet 

23 Ord June 9 

Joxes, Davin, Aberdare, Mason Aberdare Pet June 8 
Ord June8 

Joxes, Evwrx, Levenshulme, Lancs Manchester Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 

Joxes, Hexry James, Ealing, Builder Brentford Pet 
May 13 Ord June 2 

Jones, Tueoruttus, Merthyr Tydfl Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
JuneS Ord Junes 

Levy, Lewis, Birmingham, =e Jeweller Birming- 
ham PetJune8 Ord June8 

Lewis, Caarces Wittiam James, and Witiiim Roberts 
Lewis, Brookend, Ross, Builders Hereford Pet June 
10 Ord June 10 

Sasgee, ® Saran, Ryde, I W Newport Fet May25 Ord 

une 7 
McCvr.ey, James Wit Liam, Bradford, Brewer’s Labourer 
Bradford Pet June7 Ord June7 

Martrs, Erxest Harry, a. Kent, Farm Bailiff 
Croydon Pet June 9 June 

Naytor, Antavr, Bramley, Leeds, Leather Enameller 
Leeds PetJune8 Ord June8 

Neave, Georce, Barrow in Furness, Fish Hawker Ulves- 
ton Pet June10 Ord Junel0 

Taeemeen, 20 Jouy, Chatham, Tailor Rochester Pet June 8 


JouNson, J 
Ma 


Noguisu, dl James, Keyham, Devonport, Newzagent 
Plymouth Pet June 8 Ord Janes 

Pattasu, Hexry, jun, and Arrnave Patvasn, jun, 
Hornsey, Cycle Manufactewrers High Court Pet June 9 
Ord June 9 

Pessy, Samvet Beraprorp, Martock, Somerset, 
Yeovil Pet May 30 Ord June 9 

Paatt, Witt1am Heseace, Burslem, Staffs, China Mer- 
chant Hanley Pet June9 Ord June 9 

Price, Sp Sparkhill, Worcs, Builder Birmingham 
Pet May 26 Ord June 9 

Reep, Sypxey Heesert, South Kensington High Court 
Pet May 17 Ord June 7 

Si1moys, Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil, Travelling Draper Merthyr 

fil Pet June6é Ord June 6 

—,> E A, Brighton, Agent! Brighton Pet May4 Ord 

Suirn, ae Z, Manningham, Bradford [Bradford Pet 
May 27 Ord June 8 

Surrn, Harry, and Ernest Atrrep Situ, Birmingham, 
Grocers Birmingham Pet June 8 Ord June 8 

Spencer, Samvuer, Salway Ash, mr Bridport, Farmer Dor- 
chester Pet Jun210 Ord June 10 

Stockweit, Saran, Hastin Loaging-house Keeper 

Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Tusyer, Curtstoruer Henry, Seacombe, Cheshire, Cabinet 
Maker Birkenhead Pet June9 Ord June9 

Ve zscc Brorneus, Manchester, Merchants Manchester 
Pet May 29 Ord June 9 

—— Ase, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler Scar- 

ugh Pet June9 Ord June 9 

Wu. cea Josrern, Treharris, — Timberman Merthyr 
Tydfil PetJune6é Ord June 6 

Wiisuis, Pezcy Orro, Poplar, ean Dealer High 
Court Pet May 1S Ord June 

Wooittaspv, Witrian, Pan td Devon, Iron- 
monger Exeter Pet June6 Ord Juneé 


Farmer 


Wvartt, Grorce, Benedict rd, Stockwell << Architect | 


High Court Pet May 17 Ord June 8 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ausoiv, Gzonce Wiii1am, Kingston upon 7 Grocer 
June Watiil Off Kec, "Trinit: House In, H 
Baxex, Cuarces Stvant, West i 
June 20 at 2.20 pg mle Carey st 


June 2i at 11 45, C gen st, Wi 
Bott, Jaugs Jonx, Wimbledon, Jewcller’s A Assistent June 
2 atll 2%, Railway app, London = 
Bourorp Brorurzs & Co, Alcester, Warwick, Engineer 
June 20atill Off Ree,. 17, Marthord et, Coventry 
Caxnau, Feeoenicx Wiis Joux, Southport,” Lancs 
ele Dealer June 21 at 12.30 ‘Off Rec, 85, Victoria 


Liverpoo! 
Corxe, Faeprericx Hewtiey, Old Bond st, Hosier June 
20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cusnwortu, Gronce, Leeds, Currier June 21 atil Off 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Davies, Davin, Abercynon, G 
3 135, High st, Merthyr 
Dozgixa, Coxpap E, Gustav i Dorixe, and Pavi 
Heixcicn Evimar Dortno, Billiter sq bldgs, Merchants 
ankru 1)  Onsmr st 


June 22at200 B 
ae Liam, Old , Licensed Victualler June 
Matil Bankru bldgs, Carey 
Draxz, , He. Hesny, Leicester, Broker June 20 at 3 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 








| Buackmore, Watrer Grorce, Chel 
Coal Miner June 20at | 


Eyre, oem. nu Hull, Seed Crusher June 
20 1.30 Off Om Hee, Trinity House , Hull 


Senn sb. Bop.ey, BustoL Underclothing Manu- 
facturer June 21 at123) Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Fixpevt, Cuarves, Streatham June 21 at 11.30 24 


Railway app, London Bridge 

Fosrer, Gertrupg, Birmingham, Baker June 22 at 12 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

beet Congresbury, Somersets, Farmer June 21 
atl Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Gitt. WittiAm ALFRED, Folkestone, Butcher June 22 at 9 

Off , 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Quniiele ” ALBERT, Bidhopepste st Without, Fruiterer 
June 20at11 Bankruptcy bi ones 

Greenwoop, Joux, Burnley, Plum! une 30 at 12.30 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Gregory, Joun and James, Horsell, Surrey, Builders June 
20at2 Railway Hotel, Wo 

Guexey, Ursay, Leicester, Joiner June 20 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Hanmisox, GronrGe, Sheffield, Grocer June 20 at 3 Of 

Figtree In, Sheffield 

Sonne {S0N, Nataan Baivey, Jony Witriam Hopcgsoy, 
Witiiam Hopgsoy, JANE Hopason, and Herana Any 
Hovasoy, Yeadon, nr Leeds, Woollen Manufacturers 
June 22 at3 Off Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Horkixsox, WALTER, Manningham, Bradford, Railway 
Clerk June20atil Off Rec, 31, Manor-row, Bradford 

Hyman, Jacos Harris, Dowlais, Glam, Jeweller June 21 
at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Iveic, ALEC GAvAy, Hhite post 4 Victoria pk, Electrical 
Engineer June 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Isaacs, Cmartes Isaac, Kilburn, Dealer -. Furniture 


June 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Jexnen, Joun Epwarp, Leytonstone, Builder , 21 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jounson, J, Paternoster row, Job Buyer June 21 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Joxzs, Davin Harrigs, Penclawdd, Gower, Glam, Whole- 
sale Fruiterer June 21 at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 
rd, Swansea 

Joxes, Tuomas CunnincHame, Aber! Bridgend, 
Butcher June 2lat12 117, St Mary st. i 

Joy, Epwarp, Walsall, Labourer June 22 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Walsall 

Kinsy, Sir Atrrep, Cornhill June 20 at 12 Bankruptcy 

ldgs, Carey st 

LicuTroot, THomas, i iergee attr op Bricklayer June 21 
at3 Off Rec, &, Albert rd, Mi pe 

Lioyp, Wittiam Henry, Swansea, Bak ‘une 21 at 2.15 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

McCvrtey, James WILLIAM, Bradford, Brewer’s Labourer 

June 22at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 


Mapvocx, Horace Atcernos, Hove, Sussex June 20 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Matix, WItt1am, Spondon, Derby, Farmer June 20 
at1l Off Rec, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Mircnect, ArtuuR, Frome, Somerset, Grocer June 21 at 
12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 


Navyvor, Antucr 2, Bramley, Leeds, Leather Enameller 
June 21 at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Neate, Evwrs, North Savernake, Wilts, Farmer June 21 
at 10.45 Off Rec, 46, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Newe tt, Tsomas, Avenue rd, Southall, Architect June 20 

at3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chambrs, Temple av 

NicHotson, Jouy, Chatham, Tailor June 26 at12 115, 
High st, hester 

Ones, Taowas, Walsall, Labourer June 22at11 Off 

Cy 

Rassetts, WALTER WILLI 7: to RY, Portsmouth, Watch- 
maker June 20 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 

ReminctToy, Artuvr, King's Heath, Worcesters, Stone- 
mason June 26 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Saxe Rn, Epwin Jouy, Radford, Ni Nottingham June 20 at 12 

Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Seen, Curistian, Barnsbury June2lat11 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Suanks, FRANK, ‘6 Alte ed Midbechorecen June 21 at 
3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd. bo: 

Suzipoyx, Jous, Sheffield, aa | oy 20 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, "Figtree lane, Sheffield 

SKEVING }TON, Frepericx, Birmingham, Steam Guage 

174, Corporation st, 


ing: 
Manufacturer June 22 at 11 
Birmingham 
Suirn, Gzorce Henry, Irchester, Northampton, Boot 
Manufacturer June 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, County Court 
bldgs, Sheep st, Northampton 
Ssirn, James ALEXANDER, Bouth Bank, York, Grocer 
June 21 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Sreeve, Josern Fow.er, and Harry Vavoian os, 
Birmingt , Factors June 23 at 11 174, Corporation 
at, Bi rminghain 
Srow, Wnusen, Blackburn, Draper June 20at3 County 
¥ Court house a Brixton, F a 
ANDERSTEES, Joseru Bewsamin, Brix ‘ishmonger’s 
istant June 2iat230 Bankrup oy Shen, ee 
Wicuiass, Josern, Treharris, Glam, 
at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Woortanp, Witiian, en ek i Devon, Iron- 
monger June 28at10.45 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 


Exeter 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bapcock, Dayrer, and Martitpa Bancook, jaan, 
Drapers Worcester PetMay17 Ord June 1 


| Bayriss, WittiAM, Oaklands gr, Uxbridge rd High Court 


Pct Feb 8 Ord Juneé 
Benserro, Cnaries, and Eocar Benxetro, Newquay, 
Cornwall, Bu' Truro Pet June 10 June 10 
itenham, Baker Chelten- 
Pet June 8 
Brrapos, Rovrrr, 


Ord June 8 
ter, Provision Dealer Man- 


Manchester, 
chester Pet June 8 Ord June 8 
Baipetanp, Tuomas, — Kent, Grocer R chester 
Pet May 11 Ord June 1 
| Beess. so, Se none, Yorks, Butcher Halifax Pet 


Bussy, BenyAgp le K FRANKL axe Mow, Clement’ s 


inn e, Journalist h 
Ord Jose 9 = 


Pet May 10 





Cuxsnirt, Wittiim, Atherstone, Warwicks, Boot Dealer 
Birmingham Pet May 29 Ord June 10 
Cuoretix, Huserr, om Praiterer 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

Cotes, Frepericx, Oxford, Gardener Oxford Pet June 19 
Ord June 10 

Eyre, Cuarues, Kingston upon Hull, Seed Crush:r Kings- 
ton upon Hull Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Fatias, Marrnew, Joun Pet, and Cuasies Buriey 
Faas, Barnsley, Yorks, Colliery Proprietors 
Barnsley Pet April7 Ord June 10 

Fieip, Rosert Harriey, Handsworth 
Janil Ord June 9 

Foster, GerrrupE, Rantiaghem, Baker 
Pet May 17 Ord June 1 

Gat, Revpen, Swansea, Painter Swansea Pet June9 
Ord June 9 

Gitt, Witu1am, Congresbury, Somerset, Farmer Wells 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

Ginty, Jonn, Dewsbury, Fish Salesman Dewsbury Pet 
June 5 Ord June 8 

Giapwyn, Henry Mayrie.p, Bishop's Froome, Senta 

‘armer Worcester Pet MayS Ord June l 
Gonrrigh Acsert, Bishopsgate st Without.  veutiunil 


Canterbury 


High Court Pet 
Birmingham 


Court Pet June9 Ord June9 

GREEN, GEoRGE Pus, Leicester, Baker Leicester Pet 
June10 Ord June 10 

GREENSLADE, CHARLES, Canteen, Mon, Draper Newport, 
Mon Pet June8 ork June 

Inskip, Tuomas, Bedford, Whitesmith Bedford Pet 
June10 Ord June10 

Tsaacs, Cuarntes Isaac, Kilburn, Dealer in Furniture 


High Court Pet June9 Ord June 9 
James, Saran, Grosmont, Mon Hereford Pet June 10 


Ord June 10 
Walsall, Labourer Walsall Pet May 25 


Joy, Epwarp, 
une 7 
Joxes, Davip, Aberdare, Mason Aberlare Pet June 8 
Ord June 8 
Jones, Epwix, Levenshulme, Lancs Manchester Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 


Jone Hexry James, Ealing, Builder Brentford Pet 
1 


y13 Ord June7 
ce, = Jouy, Walsall, Tailor Walsall Pet June 3 Ord 
une7 


Jones, Toeorniivs, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr Tydfil Pet 
June8 Ord June 8 

Lacey, Ricw#anp, Sparkhill, Worcesters, Journeyma2 

Plasterer Birmingham Pet May 16 Ord June 10 

Lewis, Cuarves WiLiiAm James, and Witu1au Rozerrs 
Lew 1s, Brookend, Ross, Builders Hereford Pet 
June 10 Ord June 10 

Nayior, Arruur, Bram'ey, Leeds, Leather Enameller 
Leeds Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Neare, Epwiy, North Savernake, Wilts, Farmer Swiadon 
Pet June 1 Ord June 10 

Ngave, Georce, Barrow in Furness, Fish Hawker 
Ulverston Pet June10 Ord June 10 

Nicnoison, Joun, Chatham, Tailor Rozhester Pet June 
8 Ord June 8 

Norrisu, Ricnarp James, Keyham, Devonport, News 
Agent Plymouth Pet JuneS Ord Junes 

Pau. wag ae ge jun, and Arrucr PaLwasn, jun, Horn- 

cle nufacturers High Court Pet June 9 
€ Oud a une 9 

Patmer, James, Serle st, Lincoln’s inn fields, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet April27 Ord June 9 

Roserts, Witi1am, Coleford, Glos, Solicitor Newport, 
Mon Pet April25 Ord June 10 

Scuverrstery, Arie, Commercial rd, Hosier High Court 
Pet May 12 Ord June 9 

Simons, Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil, Travelling Draper Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet June 6 Ord June 6 

Sairn, Harry, and Eanest Atrrep Smira, Peneite 
Grocers Birmingham Pet June8 Ord June 9 

Srencer, Samvuet, Salway Ash, nr Bridport, Farmer 
Dorchester Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Tayior, Joun Josnua, Artuve Tayvor, and §Witiiaw 
Tay or, ,Carlinghow, Batley, Shoddy Manufacturers 
Dewsbury Pet May1 Ord Junes 

Tx.rer, Tuomas, wed, Watchmaker Sunderland 
Pet May 13 June 

Turyen, CauisTtorueR Wes ky, Seacomba, ry Cabinet 
Maker Birkenhead Pet June9 Ord Jun 

TuntLe, Cuanves, Anerley, General Draper Coupon Pet 
May4 Ord June 6 

Watrer, Janez, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler Scar- 
borough Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

Wituiams, Josgru, Treharris, Glam, Timberman Merthyr 
Tydfil PetJune6 Ord June 6 

Wixson, Witiiam Roperrson, aot rd, Forest Gate, 
Salt Merchant High Court Pet May 31 Ord June9 

Wooittanp, Wiiiiam, Moretonhampstead, Devon, [ron- 
monger Exeter Pet June6é Ord June 6 

Younewirz, Lewis, Cannon st rd, Wholesale Mantle 
Manufacturer High Court Pet ‘April 11 Ord Juanes 








EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ada MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 
To Her  alente. the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
udicial Bench, Coxporation of London, &e. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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